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Marina Dyakonova

A phase-based approach 
to Russian free word order

In this book a syntactic account of Information Structure encoding is worked 
out which is based on the Derivation by Phase theory and the cartographic 
approach to the syntax-pragmatics interface. The analysis is developed on the 
basis of Information Structure encoding in Russian, a discourse configurational 
 language. The book comprises a thorough description of the Russian data, an 
overview of previous research on the subject, a new syntactic analysis, and an 
extension of the proposed approach to other languages. 
The analysis put forth in this book is based on the idea that Information  
Structure is encoded directly in narrow syntax via [Topic] and [Focus] features. 
These features are checked by feature-matching with the dedicated functional 
heads, Topo and Foco, which form part of the phasal Edge, a structural domain 
relevant for discourse-related information encoding. The main premise of the 
present study is that the Edge is an integral part of the architecture of both 
phases, vP and CP. Thus [Topic] and [Focus] features can be checked at the level 
of vP as well as at the level of CP.
The conclusion reached in the study is that all languages use the vP- and the 
CP-phase Edges for Information Structure encoding. Crosslinguistic variation 
stems from the extent to which the Edges are activated as well as from some 
IS-independent language-specific grammatical properties.  
  
The book will be of interest to researchers working on syntax, the relation 
between syntax and pragmatics as well as for those interested in crosslinguistic 
instantiation of Information Structure.
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CHAPTER 1   
INTRODUCTION  
 
The present thesis is an attempt to provide a syntactic account of the word order 
freedom in Russian, a discourse configurational language. A number of analyses 
have been proposed until now (King 1995, Bailyn 1995a, 2003, 2004, Junghanns 
and Zybatow 1997, Sekerina 1997, Rodionova 2001, van Gelderen 2003, 
Pereltsvaig 2004, Slioussar 2007, among others), some of which will be discussed 
in this work. However, the issue is still far from being resolved and there are some 
questions to be answered yet. There is unanimity among researchers working on the 
topic that word order permutations in Russian are always associated with certain 
interpretive effects, often referred to as Information Structure (IS) packaging. 
However, it remains highly debated whether displacement operations, which 
produce various surface structures, are IS-related (e.g. triggered by Topic, Focus, 
and the like) or are forced by some purely grammatical considerations (e.g. [EPP]-
feature on some independently necessary functional projections), with the 
pragmatic effects being a by-product. In the latter case the interpretive effects turn 
out to be parasitic on the way some formal features are checked in narrow syntax. 
This work is another contribution to this on-going debate, which hopefully opens 
some new insights on the problem.   

The questions that initiated the present research are (i) provided that the 
distribution of topical and focal information in a Russian sentence is edge-oriented 
(Topic is sentence-initial and Focus is sentence-final), can we characterize the 
observed permutations as linear (PF) phenomena, devoid of any deep syntactic 
motivation? (ii) if syntax happens to play a role in encoding IS-related information, 
does it have a direct access to this type of information or do the IS effects arise as a 
by-product of some IS-independent operations (e.g. some formal feature checking)? 
(iii) since the computation is argued to proceed cyclically, i.e. by phase (Chomsky 
2001), does it mean that IS-related information is relevant at the phase rather than 
at the clausal level? (iv) because word order variations in Russian are often treated 
as optional, is it possible to reconcile the syntax of Russian with the recently 
developed theory whereby any syntactic operation is motivated by feature 
checking? These questions will be the catalyst in our investigation.   

In this introductory chapter I present some background information which 
I consider useful for understanding the data and the analysis. Since the discussion 
will be centered on Russian, I first provide a concise description of the Russian 
morphosyntax to familiarize the reader with the language. In doing that, I 
concentrate on the issues that relate to the topic of the research, i.e. word order and 
scrambling, leaving other important details aside. As stated earlier, any analysis of 
Russian word order heavily relies on IS notions such as Topic and Focus, which 
until now lack an unanimously accepted definition. For the sake of clarity, in 
section 1.2 I explain what is meant by Topic and Focus in the present thesis. 
Finally, in section 1.3 I lay out the major theoretical assumptions adopted in this 
work related to the structure derivation and the role of IS in this process.         
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1.1 An overview of Russian morphosyntax 
 
1.1.1 Basic word order  
Russian is an SVO language. The term ‘subject’ is usually associated with a special 
morphology on the corresponding DP, namely Nominative case and agreement 
with the verb. In order to capture the facts correctly, I will often refer to 
grammatical functions of Subject and Object as external and internal argument, 
respectively. In these terms, the neutral word order in Russian is the one where the 
external argument precedes and the internal argument follows the verb (with an 
exception of pronouns and quantifiers to be discussed below). The external 
argument carries Nominative case and triggers agreement with the verb1.  
 
(1) Ol’ga   svarila      pel’meni. 
 Olga.NOM cook.PST.FEM  pelmeni.ACC   
 ‘Olga cooked pelmeni (Russian variant of raviolis).’ 
  
However, with a certain class of verbs it is the internal argument that triggers 
agreement and carries Nominative. This happens with unaccusatives. 
 
(2) a. Prišla      vesna. 
  come.PST.FEM spring.NOM 
  ‘The spring has come.’ 
 
 b. U  menja  pojavilis’    novye    idei. 
  at  I.GEN  appear.PST.PL  ne NOM  ideas.NOM  w.
  ‘Some new ideas occurred to me.’  
 
Note that since I stated the word order rule for Russian with reference to the 
argument structure notions rather than in terms of subject-/objecthood, sentences 
like those in (2) conform to it, since the postverbal nominative DP is an internal 
argument.  

There is one exception to the basic rule. When the internal argument is 
expressed by a pronoun of any kind (personal, indefinite, negative, etc.), in the 
unmarked case the pronoun evades from occurring in the sentence final position. 
As a result, a pronominal internal argument usually precedes the verb. Thus a 
personal pronoun ego (3a), a negative pronoun ničego (3b), and an indefinite 
pronoun koe-čto (3c), are marginal in a post-verbal position.  
 

                                                   
1 Agreement in Russian is exhibited in either person and number or gender and number 
depending on the tense marking on the verb: if the verb is in the past tense, it agrees 
with a DP in gender and number, otherwise agreement is in person and number. Since 
gender agreement in the past tense is possible only with singular nouns, I omit singular 
number specification on the past verb in the gloss.      
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(3) a. Studenty    ego   obožajut  (? ego). 
  students.NOM he.ACC adore.PRS.3PL   
  ‘The students adore him.’     
   
  b. Ja    ničego     ne  sdelala (? ničego). 
  I.NOM nothing.ACC  NEG do.PST.FEM  
  ‘I didn’t do anything.’ 
 
 c. Marat    koe-čto     pridumal (? koe-čto). 
  Marat.NOM something.ACC invent.PST.MASC 
  ‘Marat has invented something.’  
 
The requirement on the preverbal position of a pronoun is not absolute. If there is 
another element following the pronominal object, it can stay in the canonical object 
position, i.e. postverbally, as illustrated in (4). In (4a) the pronominal indirect 
object im is followed by a direct object expressed by a full DP and thus does not 
need to change its position relative to the verb. In (4b) the negative pronoun nikomu 
is licensed in a post-verbal position due to the following NPI ni kopejki. And in (4c) 
the position of the indefinite pronoun čto-to is secured by the following modifier.   
 
(4) a. Papa    podaril     im    ščenka. 
  father.NOM give.PST.MASC they.DAT puppy.ACC  
  ‘Their father gave them a puppy.’ 
 
 b. Ona    ne  dala      nikomu    ni   kopejki. 
  she.NOM NEG give.PST.FEM nobody.DAT  NEG kopek.GEN 
  ‘She didn’t give anybody a penny.’    
 
 c. Ja    vdrug   vspomnila      čto-to      važnoe. 
  I.NOM suddenly  remember.PST.FEM something.ACC important 
  ‘I suddenly remembered something important.’  
 
Thus the main requirement on pronoun placement is that they tend not to occur 
clause-finally. Clause-final position is dedicated to focus in Russian. Therefore, the 
tendency of a pronoun to avoid the focus position can follow from their tendency 
not to be focused. The basic word order rule for Russian can be stated as in (5).  

 
(5) Basic Word Order Rule for Russian 

In neutral contexts the external argument always precedes the verb and the 
internal argument always follows it, unless the internal argument is a 
pronoun (of any kind) in the sentence final position. In the latter case the 
internal argument tends to precede the verb.  

 
Any deviation from the general rule stated in (5) produces specific pragmatic 
effects, which will be discussed in detail later on in the thesis. 
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 In sentences with more than one internal argument the neutral word order 
is the one in which an Indirect Object (IO) precedes a Direct Object (DO). This 
strongly holds for DP arguments, i.e. in D(ouble) O(bject) C(onstructions) (6). 
 
(6) Nastja     pokazala     Sergeju   svoi  pokupki.  
 Nastya.NOM  show.PST.FEM Sergey.DAT REFL purchases.ACC 
 ‘Nastya showed Sergey her purchases.’  
 
The detailed analysis of DOC is postponed till chapter two. For now, suffice it to 
say that the unmarked word order in such sentences is IO > DO.      
 The situation is less clear with verbs that take a DP and a PP argument. 
Slioussar (2007) states that PP arguments pattern with IO DPs in that both precede 
the DO. In some sentences this seems indeed to be the case. 
 
(7) Pavel    často priglašal      v  dom     gostej. 
 Pavel.NOM often invite.PST.MASC to  house.ACC guests.ACC 
 ‘Pavel often invited guests to the house’. 
 
The order of postverbal elements in (7) is the only felicitous one in an ‘all-new’ 
sentence. The reverse order, i.e. DP > PP, will necessarily trigger definiteness 
effect whereby the DP will be interpreted as being anaphoric to some entity in the 
preceding discourse. The resulting sentence would be a coherent answer to a 
question like Where did he usually invite his guests? 
 There is, however, a complication concerning verbs which include PPs in 
their argument structure. Namely, it is not always clear whether the PP is an 
argument or an adjunct. For instance, if optionality is taken as a diagnostics for 
adjuncts, the PP in (7) can well be an adjunct rather than an argument, since the 
sentence is grammatical with or without it.  

With certain verbs the presence of a PP is obligatory, e.g. stavit’ (to put). 
With verbs that obligatorily take two arguments one of which is a PP, the unmarked 
order is DP > PP. This is illustrated in (8). 
 
(8) a. Mama     postavila   moloko  v   holodil’nik.    
  mother.NOM put.PST.FEM milk.ACC into  fridge.LOC 
  ‘Mother put milk into the fridge.’ 
 
 b. Nina    povela     studentov   v  muzej. 
  Nina.NOM take.PST.FEM students.ACC to  museum.LOC  
  ‘Nina took students to the museum.’ 
 
The sentences in (8) are most natural in the beginning of the discourse or as an 
answer to the question What happened? On the opposite order of arguments (9), the 
sentences become more context-dependent.  
 
(9) a. Mama     postavila   v  holodil’nik  moloko. 
  mother.NOM put.PST.FEM into fridge.LOC milk.ACC 
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 b. Nina    povela     v  muzej     studentov.    
  Nina.NOM take.PST.FEM to  museum.LOC students.ACC 
    
For instance, (9b) can be felicitously used as providing information about a group 
of people that Nina has taken to her usual museum tour, i.e. as an answer to Who is 
Nina guiding this time?  

The generalization concerning the distribution of PPs in a Russian 
sentence is that a PP argument should follow and a PP adjunct should precede a DO 
in the basic configuration. Thus we get DP > PP order for arguments of ditransitive 
verbs, and PP > DP for verbs that optionally take a PP, which I treat here as 
adjunct. (10) illustrates the unmarked position for PP adjuncts. The DP > PP order 
of (10b) is marked as compared to (10a) and requires a context like Where did 
Valya agree to meet Kolya?    
 
(10) a. Valja    ždet      na verande    Kolju. 
  Valya.NOM wait.PRS.3SG on veranda.LOC Kolya.ACC 

 
 b. Valja    ždet      Kolju    na verande. 
  Valya.NOM wait.PRS.3SG Kolya.ACC on veranda.LOC  
 
  ‘Valya is waiting for Kolya on the veranda.’ 
 
If we consider the other class of adjuncts, namely adverbs, these occur preverbally 
in the unmarked case. This concerns all types of adverbs, i.e. both high and low 
(Cinque 1999). An example with a high adverb is given in (11). (12) illustrates the 
same for low adverbs. As shown in the examples, an adverb is banned from the 
postverbal position in a neutral sentence.   
 
(11) Roditeli    často prihodjat (*často) k  nam     v  gosti. 
 parents.NOM  often come.PRS.PL   to  we.DAT to    guests.ACC  
 ‘Our parents often come to our place.’ 
 
(12) a. Vse    prisutstvujuščie   gromko zasmejalis’ (*gromko).   
  all.NOM  present.NOM.PL  loudly  laugh.PST.PL  
  ‘Everybody who was present loudly laughed.’ 
 
 b. Petja    bystro  sdelal  (*bystro)  uroki. 
  Petya.NOM quickly do.PST.MASC   homework.ACC    
  ‘Petya quickly did his homework.’ 
 
It must be noted that the syntax of adverbs in Russian is very poorly studied, 
especially their position with respect to other preverbal elements. The ordering 
restrictions shown in (11) and (12) illustrate the general tendency of adverbs to 
precede the verb. As to their exact position in the preverbal field, low adverbs (e.g. 
manner) are usually immediately preverbal. They follow auxiliaries and, as a rule, 
other preverbal elements. High adverbs can occur in a number of positions 
depending on their scope, i.e. sentence-initially (preceding the subject), preceding 
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or following an auxiliary. The same can be said about adverbial DPs, such as utrom 
(in the morning), osen’ju (in autumn), and adverbial PPs, such as po vyhognym (on 
weekends), v subbotu (on Saturday). I am not going to indulge myself into the 
detailed analysis of adverb placement in Russian. However, since adverbs do play a 
role in determining the position of other elements, they cannot be totally ignored. 
Adverbs are often taken to indicate the position of the verb as being either inside or 
outside the verb phase. The discussion about adverb placement will be restored in 
chapter two, where we consider verb movement in Russian.   

To recap, the basic word order in Russian can be summarized as in (13). 
As mentioned above, this basic word order can be altered in a number of ways 
rendering specific semantic/pragmatic meanings.  
 
(13) (ADVhigh) > S > (ADVhigh) > AUX > (ADVhigh/low) >V > IO > PPADJ > DO 

> PPCOMPL 
 
1.1.2 Case  
The possibility to alter the described neutral word order in Russian is traditionally 
associated with its morphologically rich case system. Russian has got six cases: 
Nominative, Genitive, Accusative, Dative, Instrumental, and Locative. As 
mentioned in the previous section, a grammatical subject carries Nominative case. 
A DO is usually marked Accusative. A number of verbs select for inherently case-
marked DOs, whereby case marking is idiosyncratic. An IO is assigned Dative. 
Instrumental and Locative are mostly used on adjunct PPs, DPs, and APs.  
 Unlike some other languages (e.g. Turkish), Russian does not exhibit any 
correlation between case marking and displacement possibilities. In the unmarked 
case, sentence constituents are ordered on the basis of the hierarchy given in (13). 
Besides, a DP in any morphological case can undergo a pragmatically driven 
movement, or scrambling, as shown in (14-16) 
 
(14) Gribovi     rebjata    nabrali   celuju     korzinu ti.    
 mushrooms.GEN children.NOM pick.PST.PL whole.ACC basket.ACC 
 ‘As for mushrooms, the children picked a whole basket of them.’ 
 
(15) Gribyi      my    budem   žarit’ ti. 
 mushrooms.ACC we.NOM FUT.1PL  fry.INF  
 ‘As for the mushrooms, we will fry them.’ 
 
(16) Gribami     dožd’   tol’ko na pol’zu  ti. 
 mushrooms.DAT rain.NOM only  for good.A C C
 ‘As for mushrooms, rain is only good for them.’ 
 
The sentences in (14-16) illustrate the syntactic operation known as Topicalization. 
In (14) the genitive DP, which forms part of the internal argument, undergoes this 
type of displacement. In (15) this operation targets an accusative, and in (16) a 
dative DP.    
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1.1.3 Tense, Aspect, and Mood. 
Russian has a fairly simple system of Tense and a rather complex system of Aspect. 
The former is instantiated by the past/non-past opposition. The interpretation of 
non-past tense is aspectually determined: perfective non-past verbs have future 
reading and imperfective ones denote present (17). 
 
 (17)  est’           s-est’ 
  eat.INF.IMPF      PRF-eat.INF 
  ‘to eat’         ‘to have eaten’ 
 
  a. e-st          s-e-st            Non-past 
   eat-PRS.3SG     PRF-eat-FUT.3SG  
   ‘(He/she) eats’     ‘(He/she) will eat’  
 
  b. e-l-a         s-e-l-a            Past 
   eat-PST-FEM     PRF-eat-PST-FEM 
   ‘(She) ate/was eating’  ‘(She) has eaten’ 
 
Russian is a synthetic language and as such it almost entirely lacks auxiliaries. 
There is only one auxiliary verb byt’ (be) which is used for formation of, the so-
called, Imperfective Future. Compare (18) with (17a), where only the Present Tense 
interpretation is possible for the imperfective member of the paradigm. The 
auxiliary is a way to get future interpretation for imperfective verbs.  
 
(18) bud-et   est’        
 FUT-3SG eat.INF.IMPF  
 ‘(He/she) will eat’ 
 
The class of modal verbs is also very poor in Russian. There are only two modals 
that exhibit full verbal paradigm. They are moč’ (can) and umet’ (be able). Some 
modals are adjectival morphologically, such as dolžen, objazan (must), nužen 
(need). And some are used in impersonal constructions surfacing invariably in the 
neuter/third person singular, e.g. sleduet (ought).  
 When present in the sentence, an auxiliary or a modal is sandwiched 
between the subject and the lexical predicate. However there is no strict adjacency 
requirement. An adverbial or some scrambled material can intervene between the 
auxiliary/modal and the lexical verb and/or the subject (19).    
 
(19) a. Zavtra   my    skoree  vsego budem   celyj den’    
  tomorrow we.NOM sooner  all  FUT.1PL whole day 
  zanimat’sja. 
  study.INF.REFL  
  ‘Tomorrow we will most probably study the whole day.’ 
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 b. Ja    navernoe smogu      tebe   pomoč’. 
  I.NOM probably  can.FUT.1SG you.DAT help.INF 
  ‘I probably can help you.’ 
 
Aspect in Russian is represented by perfective-imperfective opposition. The 
majority of verbs perfectivize by means of prefixation (20). There is also a small 
class of verbs which are perfective in their unprefixed form (21). Another way of 
perfectivization, used to derive semelfactives, is by adding the suffix –nu (22) 
(Romanova 2007). 
 
(20) a. delat’      s-delat’   
  do.IMPF.INF  PRF-do.INF 
 
 b. stroit’      po-stroit’ 
  build.IMPF.INF PRF-build.INF  
 
(21) a. brosit’       b. dat’      
  throw.PRF.INF   give.PRF.INF   
 
(22) a. kričat’       krik-nu-t’   
  scream.IMPF.INF scream-PRF-INF  
  ‘to scream’    ‘to give a scream’ 
  
 b. kidat’       ki-nu-t’ 
  throw.IMPF.INF  throw-PRF-INF 
  ‘to throw’     ‘to throw once’ 
     
Interestingly, Russian allows for backwards aspectual transformations. This is 
shown in (23) for the verb pisat’ (to write). 
 
(23) a. pisat’             b. vy-pisat’ 
  write.IMPF.INF         PRFL-write.INF 
  ‘to write’            ‘to write out’ 
 
 c. vy-pis-yva-t’       c. na-vy-pis-yva-t’  
  PRFL-write-IMPF-INF      PRFSL-PRFL-write-IMPF-INF 
  ‘to be writing out’        ‘to write out a lot of smth.’ 
  
 In (23b) the imperfective verb from (23a) is perfectivized by adding the lexical 
prefix vy-. This perfective form can be turned back into imperfective by means of 
the suffix –yva, the so-called secondary imperfective (23c). The resulting 
imperfectivized verb can be made perfective again by adding another perfectivizing 
prefix, here superlexical na-, on top of the initially used vy- (23d). 
 Note that a prefix can change or add to the meaning of the verb. Thus in 
(23b) the prefix functions as the corresponding particle in Germanic languages and 
changes the meaning from write to write out. Similarly, na- in (23d) adds a 
quantificational nuance to the interpretation of the verb, which now implies that the 
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action was carried out on a large number of objects (e.g. a lot of words were written 
out of the text).  

Russian prefixes are classified into Lexical (LP) and Superlexical (SLP) 
(Babko-Malaya 1999, Romanova 2004, 2007), which is indicated in (23) by the 
corresponding subscripts. The classification is based on the semantic and syntactic 
differences exhibited by LPs as opposed to SLPs.2   

The syntax of Russian Aspect has some implications for the analysis of V- 
movement. Therefore, we come back to this issue and provide some more details 
concerning the derivation of Russian perfectives in chapter two, where we consider 
verb movement possibilities in Russian.  
 
1.1.4 Negation 
Negation in Russian, both sentential and constituent, is encoded by the free-
standing morpheme ne. Under sentential negation, ne must precede the finite verb 
and a strict adjacency is required between the two (24). Under constituent negation 
the particle immediately precedes the negated constituent (25).   
 
(24) Ja     davno   ego   ne (*davno) (*ego) videla.      
 I.NOM long.time he.ACC NEG       see.PST.FEM  
   ‘I haven’t seen him for a long time.’ 
 
(25) a. Oni     poehali   ne  v  Krym,     a  na       
  they.NOM  go.PST.PL  NEG to  Crimea.ACC  but on  
  Kavkaz. 
  Caucasus.ACC 
  ‘They went not to the Crimea, but to the Caucasus.’   
 
 b. Ne  roditeli    poedut   v  Krym,     a  my. 
  NEG parents.NOM go.FUT.1PL to  Crimea.ACC  but we.NOM  
  ‘Not parents but we are going to the Crimea.’ 
 
There is a morphological transformation that can occur under sentential negation 
related to case marking of the DO. It is known as Genitive of Negation (GenNeg). 
In a nutshell, case marking on a DO can change from Accusative to Genitive under 
negation. The change has a certain semantic effect. Namely, genitive object DPs 
always have weak reading. The difference between (26a) and (26b), indicated in the 
translations, is that wine in the (a) example can be interpreted as either some 
specific wine, which was served but has not been drunk, or just as a possible 
alcoholic drink, which was probably not even served. (26b) can only have the latter 
reading, i.e. the one where no presupposition of existence is required.  
 

                                                   
2 The differences between the two types of prefixes are discussed at length in 
Romanova (2004, 2007), among others. 
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(26) a. Ja    ne  pila       vin-o. 
  I.NOM NEG drink.PST.FEM wine-ACC 
  ‘I did not drink wine/the wine.’ 
 
 b. Ja    ne  pila       vin-a. 
  I.NOM NEG drink.PST.FEM wine-GEN    
  ‘I did not drink any wine.’        

 
As shown in (26), the genitive DP occurs in the same structural position as its 
accusative counterpart, i.e. postverbally. Similarly to an accusative DP, it can also 
undergo scrambling (27). 
 
(27) Da  čto  že   ty     za  čelovek!  
 PTCL what PTCL you.NOM for person.NOM  
 ‘What a person you are!’ 
 
 Knigi    ne  čitaeš’  ti,    vinai    ne   p’eš’ ti ! 
 books.GEN  NEG read.PRS.2SG wine.GEN NEG drink.PRS.2SG 
 Books, you do not read, wine, you do not drink!’  
 
Russian is known as a negative concord language, i.e. when negative quantifiers, 
often referred to as ni-words, are present in the sentence they are interpreted 
together with the negative particle as a single instance of negation.  
 
(28) I    nikomu    ničego     ne  obeščala. 
 I.NOM nobody.DAT  nothing.ACC  NEG promise.PST.FEM  
     ‘I did not promise anything to anybody.’ 
 
Recall the constraint on pronoun placement discussed in section 1.1.1. There it was 
stated that pronouns are normally not tolerated in the clause-final focus position. 
Ni-words, being pronouns, are subject to the same principle. If no other postverbal 
elements are present in the sentence, ni-words tend to precede the verb. In this case, 
no strict adjacency between the negated verb and the ni-word is required. As shown 
in (29), another constituent can intervene between the ni-words as well as between 
the ni-words and the negated verb. As other DPs, ni-words can also occur sentence-
initially, as in (30).  
  
(29) I    nikomu    poka ničego  (poka)  ne  obeščala. 
 I.NOM nobody.DAT  so.far nothing.ACC   NEG promise.PST.FEM 
 ‘I have not promised anything to anybody so far.’ 
 
(30) Nikomu   ona    etogo   ne  obeščala. 
 nobody.DAT she.NOM thisGEN  NEG promise.PST.FEM 
 ‘She did not promise this to anybody.’ 
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1.1.5 Question formation 
 
1.1.5.1 Yes/No-questions 
Yes/no-questions in Russian are usually formed by resorting to a special question 
intonation whereby there is a strong accent on the finite verb and a rising contour 
by the end of the sentence. No special word order re-ordering is necessary (31). 
However the word order change becomes obligatory if the question involves the 
particle li. In this case the verb should move to the sentence-initial position where it 
is immediately followed by li (32). The particle cannot attach to the verb in situ.     
 
(31) My    poedem   zavtra   v   gory? 
 we.NOM  go.FUT.1PL tomorrow to  mountains.ACC 
 ‘Are we going to the mountains tomorrow?’ 
 
(32) Poedem   li   my    zavtra   v  gory? 
 go.FUT.1PL  LI we.NOM tomorrow to  mountains.ACC 
 ‘Are we going to the mountains tomorrow?’ 
 
Although li is often defined as a dedicated question particle, it will be shown in 
chapter six that this is a misconception.   
 
1.1.5.2 Wh-questions 
Wh-words in Russian obligatorily move, i.e. Russian lacks the wh-in-situ strategy. 
Usually this movement targets sentence-initial position (33).  
 
(33) Čto     on    tebe    skazal  (*čto)?    
 what.ACC   he.NOM  you.DAT tell.PST.MASC  
      ‘What did he tell you?’ 
 
However a wh-word can also occur in other positions in the preverbal area. To 
make the description more precise, let us consider a sentence containing as much 
IP-related material as possible. The sentence in (34) is such an example: it has an 
adjectival modal, dolžen ‘obliged’, a tensed copula, byl ‘be’, and a lexical verb, 
otdat’ ‘give away’. 
 
(34) Jura     dolžen      byl       otdat’         
 Yura.NOM  obliged.MASC  BE.PST.MASC give.away.INF      
 drugu     vse    svoi   diski. 
 friend.DAT  all.ACC  REFL  CDs.ACC 
 ‘Yura must have given away all his CDs to his friend.’ 
 
Leaving aside the most common sentence-initial position, a wh-word can occur in 
any of the slots shown in (35).  
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(35) Jura     čto    dolžen      byl     (čto) 
 Yura.NOM  what.ACC oblidged.MASC BE.PST.MASC    
 otdat’      drugu?  
 give.away.INF friend.DAT     
 ‘What must Yura have given away to his friend?’  
 
A wh-word can either precede or follow the Modal-Auxiliary complex. A wh-word 
cannot break the MOD > AUX sequence, as evidenced by (36). 
 
(36) * Jura    dolžen      čto     byl   
 Yura.NOM  oblidged.MASC what.ACC  BE.PST.MASC   
 otdat’     drugu?  
 give.away.INF friend.DAT     
  ‘What must Yura have given away to his friend?’  
 
Wh-movement will be discussed in more detail in chapter six. Right now it is 
important to note that some sort of movement is obligatory.     
 
1.2 Information Structure primitives 
 
In the present section, I will define the notions of Topic and Focus, which will play 
a crucial role in describing the word order permutations in Russian. I will also say a 
few words about Contrast, which often figures in the definition of Focus and, to a 
lesser degree, Topic.  
 As a starting point, I assume that Topic and Focus are obligatory 
composites of a sentence interpretation, and that any language has some means to 
formally encode both.  
 The theory of IS to be adopted for the purposes of the present thesis is 
heavily based on the theory of Informatics developed in Vallduví (1992). Vallduví 
proposes that an adequate informational articulation should include both Topic-
Comment (Kuno 1972, Reinhart 1982) and Focus-Background (Jackendoff 1972, 
Prince 1986, Chomsky 1971) dichotomies. The proposed articulation is represented 
in (37). 
 
(37) Sentence  = {Focus, Ground}         [Vallduví 1992: 46] 
 Ground  =  {Link, Tail}   
 
The initial partition extracts the informative part of the utterance, i.e. Focus. The 
Ground acts as ‘a vehicular frame for the informative focus, i.e. it guarantees an 
appropriate entry of information into the hearer’s knowledge-store, indicating to the 
hearer where and how the information must be entered.’ (Vallduví 1992:46). The 
two composites of the Ground particularize this storage process further. Link, 
similar to the ‘aboutness’-Topic (Reinhart 1982), is used to identify the address in 
the hearer’s knowledge store under which the information will be entered. The Tail 
indicates the exact way in which the information under the identified address is 
stored.        
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The motivation for the proposed trichotomy comes from the fact that 
neither Topic-Comment nor Focus-Background system can capture the fact that 
elements within the Comment or Background, respectively, are not informationally 
equal. In particular, Comment does not always constitute the informative part of the 
sentence in its entirety. Similarly, Background, is usually subdivided into a more 
prominent element (both phonologically and informationally) and the rest. For 
illustration, consider the dialogue in (38). 
 
(38) A: What are you going to give your parents for their anniversary?  
 B: I bought them a beautiful Swarovski picture frame.  
 
The information required by the question concerns the exact identification of the 
gift. The noun phrase a beautiful Swarovski picture frame would be identified as 
Focus within the Focus-Background system. Within the Background, there is a 
certain asymmetry between the constituents as to their relevance for 
accommodation of the offered information by the addressee. The verb is the least 
important, in that although it fixes the exact manner in which the present was 
obtained it is not crucial for the communicated message. As to the two referential 
expressions, intuitively, only one of them represents the Topic. In this case it is, 
arguably, the subject. Thus, in terms of IS, B’s response in (38) can be structured as 
in (39). 
 
(39) Topic       Comment    
   
  I      bought them    a beautiful Swarovski picture frame. 
      
  Background         Focus     
 
To be able to account for situations like those depicted in (38-39), following 
Vallduví, I assume a tripartite articulation, whereby a sentence, apart from Topic 
and Focus, can contain some discourse neutral material. The latter is defined in 
negative terms, i.e. as that part of the proposition that is neither Topic nor Focus. 
As in the case of Topic and Focus, some languages have formal means to encode 
this part of the proposition (see Vallduví 1992).     

Topic and Focus are primarily pragmatic notions. There is an on-going 
debate whether or not they must be included into the Grammar. One of the 
arguments for excluding them from grammatical knowledge proper relates to the 
fact that Topic and Focus are relational in nature (Szendröi 2001, Slioussar 2007). 
As a result, they are sometimes defined in relational terms (Lambrecht 1994). For 
the purposes of the present thesis, I assume that we need to distinguish between 
Topic and Focus, in the definitional sense, and topic and focus exponents, i.e. their 
linguistic manifestations. The former might be, indeed, purely conceptual notions. 
But the latter, since they find linguistic expression, should be recognized as 
grammatical formatives. 

We have to recognize the difference between the two. For instance, in (40) 
the subject DP is formally marked as focus and is pragmatically interpreted as the 
most informative part of the sentence. 
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(40) (Context: Who broke my CD-player?) 
 SAM did.  
 
Sometimes there is no one-to-one correspondence between the formally marked 
and the pragmatic Focus. This is what happens in sentences with wide Focus, the 
phenomenon also known as Focus Projection. In (41), illustrating such a case, the 
object that carries formal marking is not the informational center by itself but is 
rather included into a larger IS unit.  
 
(41) (What’s up?) 
 We are buying a new HOUSE.   
 
Based on examples like (41), we can see that the Focus exponent does not need to 
constitute but has to be properly included into the pragmatic Focus. Hereinafter I 
will make the distinction between the pragmatic and grammatical focus by writing 
the former with a capital letter, i.e. Focus, and the latter with small letters, i.e. 
focus.  
 When we come to the syntactic analysis in chapter five, we will deal with 
topic and focus, rather than with their pragmatic counterparts. However it is 
important to establish from the start what is meant under Topic and Focus in this 
work, because exponents are always chosen on the basis of pragmatic structuring. 
In other words, it is by virtue of being (a part of) Topic or Focus that certain 
constituents are marked as topic or focus in the sentence. 
              
1.2.1 Topic 
Despite the differences with regard to the precise definition of Topic, there is one 
property which is underlined in most approaches, namely the existence of 
‘aboutness’ relation (Strawson 1964, Kuno 1972, Reinhart 1982, Vallduví 1992). 
Following the formalization developed by Reinhart (1982) and Vallduví (1992), I 
take the Topic to be an address pointer, which indicates to the addressee where the 
information provided by the sentence has to be stored. This definition is based on 
the idea that discourse is organized in the form of file cards which accommodate all 
the information obtained during the communication process (Heim 1983).    

The Topic of the sentence is usually encoded by a lexical item with 
individual reference.3 What makes a certain expression the topic exponent is the 
relation of relevance construed between the denotatum of that linguistic expression 

                                                   
3 However there are exceptions to this rule. For instance in Gungbe, a sentence can 
carry topic marking.  
(i) [dò Sàgbó ná   fìn  nŭ  dò  mì] yà   ùn  má  lὲn  
 that Sagbo FUT  steal  thing from 1SG TOP  1SG  NEG think.PRF 
 nú   mónkòtò  kpón gbèdé.  
 thing  of.the.sort look  never 

‘That Sagbo would steal my things [as we now know], I never thought of 
anything of the sort. ’ 

       [Aboh 2004: 309] 
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and the information provided by the sentence. To put it simply, for a linguistic 
expression to become the topic, the sentence should be understood as enhancing the 
hearer’s knowledge about the referent of that linguistic expression.   
  The file card organization of the discourse implies that, first, the discourse 
is obligatorily thematically organized, and second, that there should not be any 
unaccommodated information. This means that there should be no Topicless 
sentences, i.e. every proposition is viewed as relevant with respect to a certain 
discourse referent. The idea that every sentence must have a Topic was developed 
by Erteschik-Shir (1997, 2007) and Kiss (2002), who propose that a sentence can 
contain either an individual or a situational Topic. The former usually has an 
individual referent, as illustrated by the italicized expression in (42).  
 
(42) This man I will never invite again. 
 
A situational Topic occurs in, the so-called, thetic, i.e. “all-new”, sentences. Thus a 
sentence like (43) is assumed to have an implied spatio-temporal Topic, which can 
be interpreted as “here-and-now”. Sometimes the topic position in a thetic is taken 
by a spatio-temporal adverbial (44). 
 
(43) It is raining. 
 
(44) Into the room came a stranger.  
 
It is not always easy to identify what constituents the Topic of the sentence, if there 
are no dedicated morphological markers of topicality in the language. For instance, 
in the example (38), repeated below, it could in principle be either I or my parents. 
In order to be certain about it, we have to consider the previous discourse.  
 
(38) A: What are you going to give your parents for their an iversary?  n
 B: I bought them a beautiful Swarovski picture frame.  
 
Topics are often chosen among the discourse referents already evoked in a given 
context. However discourse giveness should be considered a tendency rather than a 
precondition for topichood. It has been mentioned on several occasions in the 
literature that the referential status of a constituent (new vs. old) is orthogonal to 
the ability of a corresponding lexical item to function as topic, or focus (Reinhart 
1982, Gundel and Fretheim 1998).  

Topic identification is most unambiguous in languages that have a specific 
(and often obligatory) morphosyntactic marking. For languages that have very 
restricted means of encoding pragmatic notions, e.g. English, in most cases only the 
preceding context can help to establish which part of a sentence constitutes the 
Topic.  

It should be noted that there is usually a one-to-one match between 
pragmatic Topic and grammatical topic. This is most obviously seen in languages 
with morphological means to encode topicality. In footnote three, an example from 
Gungbe is given where the whole sentence that expresses Topic is marked by a 
dedicated particle yá̀ and is preposed to the sentence-initial position. Similarly, in 
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the Japanese example (45) the Topic of the sentence corresponds to a complex 
clausal constituent. As a result, the entire constituent is marked with the marker wa, 
albeit after being nominalized.  

 
(45) [korera  no waribashi ga tairyoo    ni  seisan  sarehajimeta  
 these  LK waribashi SB large.quantity in  produce do.PASS.began 

no] wa  koodosei-chooki     ni  haitte kara  da. 
 NR TOP high.economic.growth.age to  enter since COP 

‘There waribashi began to be produced in large quantities after the age of 
high economic growth started.’  

                         [Hinds 1987: 100] 
 
1.2.2 Focus 
Irrespective of the particular framework, Focus is assumed to constitute the most 
important and obligatory part of an utterance. Focus is what pushes communication 
forward. Following Lambrecht (1994), I will define Focus in relational terms, as 
the relation between a denotatum and a proposition which is non-recoverable or 
unpredictable at the time of utterance. Non-recoverability/unpredictability concerns 
the relation and not the focus exponent. Consider (46). 
 
(46) A: Manuel is going to Turkey, but I’m not sure about Vlad.  
 B: In fact, VLAD is going to Turkey. Manuel already had his vacations.  
 
In the first sentence of B’s reply no element is non-recoverable as such. But the 
sentence, nevertheless, does provide information, namely that the event of a trip to 
Turkey is erroneously assigned to a wrong individual. Vlad is the focus of the 
sentence per se, but it is Focus only in relation to the proposition x is going to 
Turkey. Thus (46), on a par with (41) given above, exemplifies the lack of a one-to-
one mapping between pragmatic Focus and grammatical focus. 
 Most languages have some means to formally encode Focus. However 
even for those which have special focus markers it is not always easy to identify 
Focus on the basis of the marking. For instance, Schwarz (2003) in his analysis of 
focus marking in Kikuyu provides the example given in (47). 
 
(47) (Context: What did Abdul do?)          [Schwarz 2003: 93] 
 [ne  mae]Focus  Abdul  [a-nyu-ir-ε]Focus 
 FOC water   Abdul  SB-drink-ASP-FV 
 ‘Abdul DRANK WATER.’ 
 
Schwarz describes the particle ne as focus marker in Kikuyu. As shown in (47) it 
precedes the focused constituent and triggers its displacement to the left. Kikuyu is 
an SVO language. Although, as evidenced by the context, the Focus corresponds to 
the entire VP, it is only the object which is marked. This example shows that what 
is marked as focus does not have to correspond to the Focus of the sentence. This 
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makes (47) similar to the English example with wide focus in (41).4 The data like 
those in (41) and (47) underline the necessity to distinguish between Focus and 
focus exponent.  
 Focus is often associated with the notion of Contrast, to the degree that 
sometimes the two are equated. This association stems from the Alternative 
Semantics approach to Focus (Rooth 1996), according to which the main function 
of Focus is to introduce relevant alternatives to a given proposition.  

I do not accept this idea in the present thesis. The main and the only 
function of Focus is to provide Information. Focus usually implicates Contrast. The 
latter, I assume, results from some general principles of communication (Grice 
1975) rather than from some inherent property of Focus. As will be shown in the 
following section Contrast is a phenomenon that is independent of IS status.   
 
1.2.3 Contrast 
Contrast can be defined as generation of a membership set which includes 
semantically comparable members. Set availability gives rise to possible 
alternatives for a given proposition. Being a set-related phenomenon Contrast is 
subject to certain constraints dealing with set creation (Umbach 2004).  

The assumption that Contrast is a separate phenomenon and cannot be 
viewed as a necessary prerequisite for focality or topicality has been defended 
extensively in the literature (Vallduví 1992, Lambrecht 1994, Vallduví and Vilkuna 
1998, Hajičová and Sgall 2004, Molnár 2006). In my work, I am taking the position 
that Contrast is not a primitive of IS, but arises as a response to a particular 
discourse environment (Lambrecht 1994, Hajičová and Sgall 2004).  
 The independence of Contrast from Focus and Topic is evidenced by the 
following observations. First, Contrast can apply to Topics and Foci alike. 
Moreover, a sentence can contain more than one contrastive element at a time.  
 
                                                   
4 The wide Focus reading of (47) can be structurally derived by assuming that what is 
preposed and marked by ne is the remnant VP out of which the verb has been 
evacuated. However what we see on the surface does present a problem for 
interpretation, because the narrow object focus is expressed in the same way, i.e. by 
preposing the object (i). 
(i) (Context: What did Abdul drink?) 
 [ne mae]Focus Abdul  a-ra-nyu-ir-ε        [Schwarz 2003] 
 FOC  water  Abdul   3SG-T-drink-ASP-FV 
 ‘Abdul drank WATER.’ 
There is a difference between (i) and (47) which is the presence of the suffix ra in (i) 
versus its absence in (47). Schwartz (2003) does not discuss the role of this morpheme 
in disambiguating the focus structure. However, ra cannot be some kind of an ‘out-of-
focus’ verb marker because it can be present under IP Focus as in (ii).     
(ii) (Context: Abdul drank non-purified water and got sick. Somebody wants to 

know what happened and asks: “What is wrong? What happened?”)          
 Abdul [ne-a-ra-nyu-ir-ε     mae]Focus   
 Abdul  FOC-SM-T-drink-ASP-FV water   
 ‘Abdul DRANK WATER.’            [Schwarz 2007: 147] 
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(48) (Context: Who is going where for vacations?) 
We will go to SPAIN, Nelly is leaving for CYPRUS, and Sergey is going to 
CROATIA.  

 
(48) exemplifies the situation with a contrastive Topic, given in italics, and a 
contrastive Focus, indicated by capitals.  
 Furthermore, Contrast is a gradable notion. The degree of Contrast 
depends on different factors, such as the explicitness of the alternative set (explicit 
vs. implicit), the range of the set (open vs. closed), and the size of the constituent 
put in contrast (e.g. the narrower is the Focus the easier it is to perceive it as being 
contrastive) (Hajičová and Sgall 2004). Topic and Focus, on the other hand, are 
absolute notions, in the sense that an entity cannot be more or less topical/focal. 
What can vary is the degree of accessibility of a certain entity. But accessibility is 
orthogonal to IS status of a certain element, as mentioned in the discussion of Topic 
above. Therefore, the IS status of a given element should be established 
unambiguously without resorting to any gradation (more/less), i.e. it is either Topic, 
Focus, or discourse neutral. Otherwise no partition is possible at all.     
 Following Lambrecht (1994), I take Contrast to arise as a conversational 
implicature. Inside the Topic it implicates that some other alternatives are relevant 
for the discussion. With Focus, it, on the contrary, hints on the irrelevance or even 
exclusion of the alternatives for a given situation.  

As any other conversational implicature, Contrast in Focus or Topic can 
be easily cancelled (cf. Potts 2007). 
 
(49) Manuel slapped his DAUGHTER.  
 implicature: not his wife, or any of his other kids 

cancellation: And not only her, his wife got a couple of boxes in the ear as 
well. 

 
(50) Mary sent Daniel a birthday card.  
 implicature: there were other people who congratulated him 

cancellation: In fact, she was the only one who happened to remember 
about his birthday. 

 
Note that cancellation of the implicature does not influence the IS status of the 
corresponding constituents. They are still interpreted as being Focus in (49) and 
Topic in (50) even after Contrast has been eliminated.  

Following Kehler (2002) and de Hoop and de Swart (2004), I take 
Contrast to be a relation that fulfills discourse coherence function. As such, I 
assume, it is independent of IS. Contrast, in opposition to Topic and Focus, is a 
discourse level, and not a sentence level phenomenon. Without a preceding context, 
in the form of a question or some narration, Contrast cannot arise. On the other 
hand, any sentence taken in isolation will always undergo a default IS partition. For 
instance, (51), if taken as a discourse opening sentence, would be analyzed as 
providing information about the Topic Mary.    
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(51) Mary left for a business trip yesterday.  
 
No such thing as default Contrast seems to exist. Thus I conclude, following 
Molnár (2006), that Contrast is superimposed on the IS of a sentence. As 
mentioned above, IS is a sentence-level phenomenon. Contrast, on the other hand, 
is a global discourse linker. In my view, Contrast is similar to another discourse 
linking strategy, namely tail-head linkage, observed in many Papuan languages. De 
Vries (2005) characterizes tail-head linkage as “discourse strategy rather than a 
phenomenon of sentence grammar” (2005: 364), which comes very close to what I 
assume about Contrast. Interestingly, the encoding of both linking strategies is 
strikingly similar: both involve initialization of the part of the sentence that encodes 
this discourse link. The encoding strategy provides the very name for tail-head 
linkage. As to Contrast, the initializing strategy has been widely attested cross-
linguistically (Vallduví and Vilkuna 1998, Rizzi 1997, Ward and Birner 1998, 
Molnár 2006).  

As will be shown below, the fact that many languages, including Russian, 
have a way to formally encode contrastive Topic and/or Focus reflects the 
following facts. First, any language has ways to link a given sentence to the 
preceding discourse, e.g. by using dedicated particles, conjunctions, etc. Thus the 
fact that a contrastive element can have a dedicated position within a clause can be 
treated as another discourse-linking strategy. Note that there is a crosslinguistic 
tendency for a contrastive element to occur close to the left edge of the clause. 
Other discourse linking elements, e.g. conjunctions and linking adverbs (then, after 
that, etc.), also occupy the left-edge position. Secondly, a language can have a 
strategy to encode referential giveness, which is sometimes misanalysed as a 
dedicated contrast-marking device. There is a relation between contrast and 
giveness, since a contrastive constituent is, as a rule, discourse anaphoric. However, 
as will be shown in chapter three on the basis of empirical facts, giveness and 
contrastiveness are two separate phenomena.     

   
1.3 Theoretical background             
 
1.3.1 Phase-based derivations, parallel chains, and locality 
The present thesis is worked out within the framework of Derivation by Phase 
(Chomsky 2001, 2005 a, b). Within the phase-based theory, a syntactic structure is 
decomposed into relatively independent chunks, or phases.  

Chomsky (2005b) defines a phase as a unit that is relatively independent at 
the two interfaces, LF and PF. At the LF side, the independence is reflected in a 
phase having a saturated argument structure or a full propositional structure. At the 
PF side, independence means that a phase constitutes a separate phonological unit 
(phonological or intonational phrase).   

In the extensional sense, phases are traditionally defined as CP and v*P, 
where v* stands for a verb with full argument structure, namely a verb with an 
external argument. Chomsky excludes passives and unaccusatives as possible phase 
heads. However, Legate (2003) shows that passive and unaccusative verbs exhibit 
exactly the same phasal properties as transitives. For the purposes of the present 
thesis I assume an extended definition of the verb phase, without recourse to the 
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verb’s argument structure. This means that unaccusative and passive VPs can also 
be phases in my account. Recently, DP has been argued to be another candidate for 
phasehood. I consider this to be a viable hypothesis. However, for the present work 
two phases are of crucial importance – the clausal phase and the verbal phase.  

Following Chomsky (2005a, b), I assume that the structure is built by the 
operation Merge which can be of two kinds: internal or external. External Merge 
mainly satisfies theta-requirements. Internal Merge is what is otherwise known as 
Move. The derivation is assumed to proceed strictly by phase. A phase head, or 
rather its features, triggers all the operations. Phase head features are classified into 
Agree- and Edge-type. Chomsky defines Agree-features as [φ]-features and Edge-
features are those that relate to scope-discourse properties. He discusses only one 
Edge-feature – [wh]. In the spirit of Rizzi (1997), I take other discourse properties 
to be instantiated by proper syntactic features, such as [Topic] and [Focus]. [Topic], 
[Focus], [wh] are the Edge features which will be our primary concern in this work. 
Agree-features, in the present account, are those that instantiate all sort of formal 
features, such as [Tense], [Aspect], [φ], etc. Checking of Agree-features gives rise 
to A-chains. Edge-features trigger construction of A’-chains.    

Chomsky (2005b) introduces an important revision to the way feature 
checking is carried out and chains are constructed. Namely, mixed chains of the 
form A-A-A’ are precluded. It is proposed instead that Agree and Edge features are 
checked in parallel with homogeneous A and A’ chains being built. To illustrate the 
point, a wh-question like (52a) is assumed to be derived as in (52b).  

 
(52) a. Who phoned me? 
 b. [CP whom [Co  [TP whok [ To [vP whoi phoned me ]]]]] 

A 
      A’ 
 
 
Both the [φ]-feature of To (assumed to be inherited from Co) and the [wh]-feature of 
Co probe down and find the goal whoi, i.e. a wh-word in its first-Merge position. 
The two features are checked in parallel and two chains are formed anchored to the 
same foot: whoi-whok and whoi-whom. There is no derivational link between whok 
and whom, as was previously assumed in the theory. The assumption is that once 
Agree-features are checked the chain becomes invisible and nothing can be 
extracted from the head position of the constructed A-chain to satisfy an Edge-
feature. That is why the head of the A-chain in (52b) is not PF visible, which is 
indicated by strikethrough. A specific property of Edge positions is that once an 
element is raised to the Edge it has to be spelled-out there. This condition is 
reminiscent of the Criterial Freezing (Rizzi 2004), which is also adopted in the 
present work.             
 Criterial Freezing concerns Edge-phenomena. Rizzi argues that criterial 
features, which are the same as Edge-features, cannot be checked in passing. Once 
a constituent is raised to an Edge/criterial-position it gets ‘frozen’ in place and 
cannot move further.  
 Finally, in my analysis I am relying on Relativized Minimality as worked 
out in Rizzi (2001a). The author argues that a coarse A versus A’ distinction is not 
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sufficient for a formulation of locality principles. The conventional view was that 
an element in an A-position is an intervener for another A-movement across it, 
while an element in an A’-position blocks A’-movement to a still higher A’-
position. Rizzi argues that A’-movement, i.e. Edge-feature driven movement, must 
be further subcategorized according to which Edge-feature is checked. For instance, 
it is shown that a topicalized phrase does not function as an intervener for the 
purposes of wh-movement or focus-movement. Similarly, some types of adverbial 
modifiers block wh-movement across them while others do not. All of the 
mentioned movements are of the A’-type, but locality conditions imposed on them 
are obviously different. To capture the facts, Rizzi proposes that locality conditions 
constrain movement of elements of the same type, where type is established on the 
basis of the feature typology given in (53). 
 
(53) Argument: person, number, gender, case 
 Quantificational: focus, wh, negation, etc. 
 Modifier: negative, celerative, epistemic, etc. 
 Topic 
 
Therefore, movement of a quantificational constituent is blocked by an intervening 
quantificational element. Similarly, case driven movement of an argument can be 
disturbed if there is another argument requiring case on the way. The only special 
specie in (53) is Topic. Rizzi proposes that a topic does not affect movement of the 
other topic. As will be shown in chapter five, this assumption might require some 
modification.  
 The proposed Minimality theory results in a very fine-grained cartography 
of A’-positions (54), which I largely adopt in my work.  
 
(54) [ForceP Forceo [TopP Topo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco [ModP Modo  
 [TopP Topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 
1.3.2 Feature checking: Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) 
In the present work, I follow the algorithm of feature checking developed by 
Pesetsky and Torrego (2007). The authors propose that there are two independent 
components to a certain syntactic feature: interpretability and valuation. As a result, 
the following types of features are distinguished: (i) interpretable but unvalued; (ii) 
interpretable and valued; (iii) uninterpretable but valued, (iv) uninterpretable and 
unvalued. What is supposed to drive the derivation is valuation of features, rather 
than interpretability (contra Chomsky 2001). In other words, only heads endowed 
with features of type (i) or (iv) can act as Probes, whereas Goals should bear 
features of type (ii) or (iii). Features enter into an Agree relation. Agreement is 
understood as feature sharing and is defined as in (55). 
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(55) Agree 
(i) an unvalued feature F (a probe) on a head H at syntactic location α (Fα) 
scans its c-command domain for another instance of F (a goal) at location β 
(Fβ)  with which to agree.  

 (ii) Replace Fα with Fβ so that the same feature is present in both locations. 
 

Interpretability does not anymore act as a trigger in this model. It is maintained that 
uninterpretable features should be “painted blue” by LF, since they are not 
legitimate LF objects. However, it is proposed that what is deleted is not the feature 
as such, but rather an individual instance of this feature at some location in the 
structure.  

Let us see how exactly this model works taking Pesetsky and Torrego’s 
illustration of [Tense] feature checking. The whole process is schematized in (56).  
 
(56) To  Agree  [v walked]   To   [v walked] 
 iT[ ]       uT+past     iT[2]  uT+past [2] 
 
For a language in which tense morphology occurs on the verb rather than on the 
Tense node itself, it is assumed that the lexical verb enters the derivation with a 
valued but uninterpretable [uT+past] feature. To, on the other hand, carries an 
unvalued but interpretable [iT[ ]]. [iT[ ]] starts searching its c-command domain 
until it hits [uT+past] on the verb. The two agree and as a result the value of the 
goal gets shared with the probe, which is indicated as indices in the square brackets 
in (56). Before agreement they were two distinct occurrences of the [T] feature. 
After agreement they become one occurrence of T[2] with two instances at two 
locations: To and vo. At LF one instance, that on the finite verb, becomes invisible. 
But the feature content of the two nodes is indistinguishable since both carry the 
same value.  
 
1.3.3 Accommodating [Topic]/[Focus] within Minimalism 
An objective of the present thesis is to provide a syntactic account of word order 
variations in Russian. As mentioned earlier, these variations are IS-driven. Within 
the theoretical model outlined above it means that the initial numeration must 
include [Topic] and [Focus] features. This assumption has always been a point of 
discord.   

[Topic] and [Focus] are often expelled as righteous syntactic features (see 
e.g. Szendrői 2001, Brunetti 2003, Slioussar 2007) on the assumption that they 
violate the Inclusiveness Condition. This Condition requires that no new syntactic 
objects are added in course of the derivation apart from those that were initially 
included into the Numeration. Topic and Focus are relational in nature, i.e. they are 
identified on the basis of the relation between the denotation of the given item and 
the proposition. Features, on the other hand, must be properties of particular lexical 
items. Furthermore, as shown above, syntactic focus and pragmatic Focus do not 
always map one-to-one. For instance, focus marking on the direct object can 
encode Focus on the entire proposition. In this case the [Focus] feature on a lexical 
item does not seem to contribute to the interpretation of that particular item alone.  
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 As a counterbalance to the antagonists of [Topic] and [Focus], Aboh 
(2007a) argues that the Inclusiveness Condition does not invalidate but, on the 
opposite, implies the existence of these features. The strongest argument of Aboh 
comes from languages with morphological topic/focus makers. One such language 
he discusses is Gungbe. This West African language exhibits dedicated morphemes 
for topic (yà) and focus (wὲ). These are not used to express any other meanings. 
Importantly, topic and focus are not only signaled by the morphemes but they occur 
in dedicated syntactic positions at the left periphery of the clause in a strict order -  
Topic > Focus. Moreover, the focus morpheme in Gungbe is an obligatory 
constituent of a wh-question and an elliptical sentence akin to English I know he 
bought something but I don’t remember what. Wh-movement and ellipsis are both 
considered to be derived in syntax. Given the connection between focus morpheme 
and wh-questions/ellipses in Gungbe, it is not obvious why focus should be given 
some special non-syntactic treatment. Furthermore, the author points to the fact that 
cross-linguistically a question requires a particular answer. For example, if a 
language allows for both ex-situ and in-situ strategy for a wh-question, the choice 
of one or the other predetermines whether the substitute for the wh-word in the 
answer occurs in situ or ex situ. In other words, the syntactic form of a question is 
copied in the answer. As a rule, the ex-situ option requires the presence of a focus 
marker.  

The above discussion triggers a question - where do these discourse 
markers come from? Or, on a general note, how is focus marking in the answer in a 
question-answer pair carried out? The Inclusiveness Condition requires that the 
resulting product of the derivation is composed only of what has been included into 
the Numeration. Aboh therefore assumes that IS meanings also come from the 
Lexicon, much as markers for other type of information, e.g. Number, Tense, Case, 
Aspect, etc. Morphosyntactic cues have always been taken as motivation for the 
existence of independent functional heads. Note Chomsky’s (2001: 4) quote given 
below: 
 
(57) The existence of these features [talking about [EPP], [φ], and [Case]] is a 

question of fact: does L(anguage) have these properties or not? If it does 
(as appears to be the case), we have to recognize the fact and seek to 
explain it […] 

      
The explanation mentioned in the quote usually boils down to including the given 
features into the Numeration and operating on them in course of the derivation. In 
light of (57), Aboh is right and in order to explain wh-/focus correspondence and 
the morphological evidence coming from languages like Gungbe, we have to  
include [Topic] and [Focus] into the Lexicon and consequently into the 
Numeration.  
 To further substantiate the idea I am going to illustrate that [Topic] and 
[Focus] can be checked in exactly the same way as other well-recognized features. 
The proposal is cast within the model of Pesetsky and Torrego (2007), described 
above.  

One of the problems with [Topic] and [Focus] often noted before is that 
they do not conform to the conventional way of feature checking, whereby an 
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uninterpretable-interpretable pair is of crucial importance. Rizzi (1997) resolves 
this issue by treating Topic and Focus as Criteria satisfaction rather than feature 
checking, because they must be interpretable on the attracting head and on the 
attractee and cannot be deleted. However, the revised feature-checking-as-feature- 
sharing approach helps to avoid the problem of LF interpretability. Features are not 
deleted in this model. Moreover the distinction between value and interpretability 
allows to treat [Topic]/[Focus] on a par with other features, say [Tense]. Let me 
illustrate how the system can work using [Focus].  

I assume that the feature properties of the functional head Foco can be 
represented as iF [ ], i.e. it is interpretable but lacks a value. The focused lexical 
item carries the feature uF [val], i.e. the feature is uninterpretable but valued. Value 
here can be understood as ‘what type of information is provided’. For concreteness 
we can take the value to correspond to something like [location], [manner], [event], 
etc., depending on what type of constituent is focused. Thus, what I mean by lack 
of value with respect to Foco is that it does not have any content. It is like a blank 
billboard, and anything that can appear on it would count as Information. The 
feature on the lexical item is uninterpretable in the sense that it gets interpreted as 
focus only once it occurs in the clause. There is nothing inherently focal about, for 
instance, a noun or a verb. Using the billboard metaphor, a constituent becomes 
Information only after it appears on the billboard. Based on the representation in 
(56) the [Focus] checking can be schematized as in (58). 
 
(58) a. Tim left YESTERDAY. 
 
 b. Foco Agree  XP     Foco        XP 
  iF[ ]        uF [time]   iF[time]     iF[time] 
  
The features are present from the very start in the derivation. As soon as Foco is 
merged into the structure it starts scanning its c-command domain for a matching 
feature which can ensure valuation. As soon as it hits F[val] on the adverbial, the 
value is copied to Foco and the features of these two distinct syntactic objects 
become one and the same feature. When the structure is shipped to LF the focused 
constituent gets the relevant interpretation even though the Focus feature on the 
item itself was uninterpretable. This happens due to feature sharing: the feature 
content of the focused phrase and the Foco are indistinguishable at LF.  

This model of agreement has the following benefits. First and foremost, no 
special properties need to be stipulated for [Topic] and [Focus]. Second, it 
preserves the intuition about the relational nature of Focus/Topic: a lexical item 
cannot be interpreted as focus or topic by itself. It gets the interpretation only after 
entering into agreement with the corresponding functional head. 
 
1.4 Structure of the thesis 
 
The primary goal of this thesis is to account for word order permutations in 
Russian, which were said to reflect the IS. However, to start with, we should have a 
clear picture of what the structure of an unmarked SVO sentence is. This issue is 
taken up in the next chapter. There, I am going to focus on the lower part of the 
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clause corresponding roughly to the verb phrase. Two issues will be touched upon. 
First, I will address the issue of verb movement and identify the lowest position a 
finite verb can occupy in the clause. Second, I will look at the base position and the 
relative order of internal arguments, since the base position of the subject is quite 
uncontroversial. Chapter three presents a detailed description of the word order/IS 
correspondence in Russian. One of the issues thoroughly investigated in this 
chapter is the interpretive effect of focus fronting. In chapter four, I present and 
critically discuss the existing analyses of Russian scrambling. Chapter five is 
devoted to my own analysis worked out within the cartographic approach (Rizzi 
1997, 2001a,b, Belletti 2001, 2004, Benincà and Poletto 2001). The discussion is 
structured around two main issues: the role of CP and the role of vP in encoding the 
IS. It is argued that part of the structure present at the clausal left periphery is 
replicated on top of the vP phase. The make up and the interrelation between the 
two peripheral domains are investigated. In chapter six, the wh-movement is 
considered. In particular, I am interested in the question of why the distribution of 
focus in Russian partly differs from the distribution of wh-words. After having 
reviewed some earlier analyses, I propose that Russian must be grouped together 
with the so-called optional wh-movement languages like French. Chapter seven 
concludes the thesis. Some ideas concerning cross-linguistic validity of the 
proposed analysis of Russian scrambling are presented.   
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CHAPTER 2 
THE BASIC STRUCTURE OF THE RUSSIAN VP 
       
2.1 What is the ultimate position of the verb in Russian? 
 
One of the parameters on which languages are claimed to vary is the position of a 
finite verb in the main clause. In V2 languages, e.g. German or Dutch, a finite verb 
is argued to reside in the CP domain. Vo-to-Io movement languages, e.g. French, are 
assumed to have the verb moved into the IP domain. Finally, some languages are 
argued to have the verb residing inside the verb phase, e.g. English. With the 
introduction of Pollock’s (1989) Split IP-Hypothesis, verb movement possibilities 
were considerably expanded. As a result, languages traditionally assumed to lack 
verb movement out of VP were reanalyzed as undergoing such a movement albeit 
to a lower part of the inflectional domain (Johnson 1991).   
 
2.1.1 Adverb placement 
Russian is often argued to pattern with languages like English in that the verb does 
not leave the VP, or rather vP, in SVO sentences (Bailyn 1995b, Erechko 2002, 
Kallestinova 2007, Slioussar 2007). This conclusion is drawn on the basis of adverb 
placement, a traditional test for determining V-movement possibilities.  

For a long time, adverbs have been considered to demarcate phrasal 
boundaries. There are two ways to analyze adverb placement: a syntactic 
cartographic approach (Cinque 1999) and a semantic approach (Ernst 2002). 
According to the former, adverbs are argued to occur in a strict order with respect 
to each other and to other elements in the clause. Under semantic analysis, adverbs 
are freely merged into positions in which their semantics does not clash with the 
semantics of the adjoined phrases. In spite of the technical differences between the 
two accounts, both admit that adverbs are restricted to particular domains in the 
clause. To appreciate the idea, consider the hierarchy of adverbs proposed by Ernst 
(2002), given in (1), and Cinque (1999), represented in (2).     
 
(1) Comp Tense Neg Modal Asp Voice Pred V 

frequency / duration / aspectual            manner/event-internal 
    evidential   

 subject-oriented        
   modal 

 evaluative  
 
       speech-act 
 
(2) Speech act > Evaluative > Evidential > Modal > Time > Aspectual > 

Voice-related (well) > Manner > Aspectual (event-internal) 
 
As we can see from (1) and (2), there is an obvious similarity between the two 
types of analyses with respect to position of adverbs relative to other elements. For 
instance, on both analyses manner adverbs are considered to occupy one of the 
lowest positions in the hierarchy, and thus in the tree structure.  
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If we assume, following Ernst and Cinque, that manner adverbs delimit 
the VP, the easiest way to test the V-movement possibilities in Russian is to 
consider the position of a verb relative to a manner adverb. The data showing this 
are given in (3).  
 
(3) a. Oni     gromko peli  (??/*gromko) pesnju.  
  they.NOM  loudly  sing.PST.PL     song.ACC 
  ‘He loudly sang the song.’ 
  
 b. My    vnimatel’no pročitali  (??/*vnimatel’no)  pravila. 
  we.NOM  carefully   read.PST.PL         rules.ACC 
  ‘We carefully read the rules.’ 
 
As illustrated in (3) and discussed briefly in section 1.1.1, a manner adverb usually 
precedes the verb in Russian. The reverse ordering is at best marginal5.  

Slioussar (2007) provides a corpus study on the relative order of verbs and 
manner adverbs (horošo ‘well’, medlenno ‘slowly’, and polnost’ju ‘completely’), 
which shows that the order ADV > V is attested in almost 100% of all the cases. 
This can be taken as a very strong evidence for the lack of V-movement past these 
adverbs. If the adverbs delimit the VP (or vP), these findings indicate the V(v)P-
internal surface position of the verb in Russian.   

The data in (3) cannot be explained by some adjacency condition on case 
dependency between the verb and its internal argument. First, as shown by (4), an 
adverb cannot follow a verb even if the argument is a PP, which is not case-
dependent on the verb. And secondly, as will be shown shortly, the adjacency 
between a verb and an internal argument can be disrupted under certain conditions.      
 
(4) On    bešeno kričit  (??/ *bešeno)  na ženu. 
 he.NOM  madly  shout.PRS.3SG     on wife.ACC. 
 ‘He shouts madly at his wife.’ 
       
As a matter of fact, it is not completely true that a verb cannot precede a low adverb 
in Russian. One context in which the reverse, i.e. V>ADV, order is preferred is 
under narrow focusing on the adverb. In this case the adverb occurs clause-finally. 
 
(5) Arina    delaet  (??/*bystro) uroki      bystro. 
 Arina.NOM do.PRS.3SG     homework.ACC quickly    
 ‘Arina does her homework QUICKLY.’ 
 
A verb can also cross a low adverb under polarity Focus. As is well-known, 
polarity Focus in Russian is encoded by accenting the verb. This is indicated by 
bold face in the examples below. As shown in (6), V > ADV order becomes 
preferable under negation. In this case an adverb can even intervene between the 

                                                   
5 In the majority of works on Russian, sentences with an adverb intervening between the 
verb and the object are judged to be strongly ungrammatical. However, some of my 
informants grade them as deviant rather than completely unacceptable.   
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verb and its internal argument, which contrasts with the examples in (3). Similar 
results are obtained under positive polarity focus (7).    
     
(6) Ty (??/*vnimatel’no) ne  pročitala   vnimatel’no pravila    
 you.NOM      NEG read.PST.FEM carefully   rules.ACC 
 igry,     i  poetomu        proigrala.  
 game.GEN  and that.is.why   lose.PST.FEM 

‘You have not carefully read the rules of the game and that is why you 
lost.’ 

 
(7) My (?? vnimatel’no) oznakomilis’   vnimatel’no  s    vašimi 
 we.NOM       acquaint.PST.PL  attentively     with  your  

dokumentami. 
 documents.ACC  
 ‘We DID consider your documents carefully.’ 
 
Thus on the basis of the adverb placement test, the verb in Russian does not seem 
to leave the VP. In neutral contexts ADV > V is the only legitimate order. The verb 
is allowed to cross a low adverb only in some well-defined contexts: either the 
adverb is narrowly focused and is thus postposed, or under polarity Focus.  
 In the next section we are going to look at another set of data which appear 
to be problematic if the assumption concerning the immobility of V in Russian is 
established as a truism.  

V-movement is usually motivated by the necessity to check features 
associated with verbal morphology, i.e. [Tense], [Aspect], etc. Since Russian 
exhibits overt Tense, Aspect, and Agreement marking, it is possible to entertain the 
idea that the verb should be able to raise to check these features. This line of 
reasoning is sometimes taken in the analyses of clause structure of other Slavic 
languages (Progovac 2005).  

In the following section it will be shown that some recent analyses of 
Aspect in Russian imply that V must undergo movement out of the vP. This will 
force us to reconsider the constraint on relative adverb/verb placement.  
 
2.1.2 The syntax of Russian Aspect  
In section 1.1.3 of the introductory chapter I already presented some facts 
concerning the aspectual system of Russian. At this point we are interested in the 
analysis of Russian aspectual prefixes, which are considered to be the main locus of 
perfectivity.  

As mentioned previously, aspectual prefixes in Russian do not form a 
homogeneous class. They are subdivided into two large groups: lexical (LP) and 
superlexical (SLP)6 (Babko-Malaya 1999, Romanova 2004, 2007, Ramchand 

                                                   
6 There exist also, so-called, purely perfectivizing prefixes (PPP) (Babko-Malaya 1999). 
They differ from the two discussed groups in that they neither add idiosyncratic 
meaning to the verb, like LP, nor specific adverbial meaning, like SLP. They simply 
make the verb perfective. Due to a certain similarity in the behavior of PPP and SLP, 
Ramchand (2004) treats PPP as a subclass of SLP.         
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2004a, Svenonius 2004). LPs differs from SLPs with respect to the following 
properties:  

 
• LPs have spatial or idiosyncretic meaning. They often trigger idiomatic 

interpretation of the resulting predicate (7). SLPs change the meaning of 
the resulting verb in a predictable way. They are akin to quantifying 
adverbials (e.g. for a while, a lot of) or aspectual verbs (e.g. to start) (8).   

 
(7) a. dumat’     za-dumat’    b. krutitj    za-krutit’  
      think.IMPF LP-think .PRF      turn.IMPF  LP-turn.PRF  
     ‘to think’    ‘to plan’         ‘to turn’   ‘to screw in’ 
 
(8) pere- distributive   ‘to do smth. one by one’ 
 po-  delimitative   ‘to do smth. for a while’ 
 za-  inceptive    ‘to start doing smth.’ 
 na-  cumulative   ‘to do smth. a lot’ 
 
• LPs have the ability to change the argument structure of a verb, e.g. by 

adding an obligatory argument (9). SLPs do not affect the argument 
structure (10).  

 
(9) a. bit’    (*gvozd’)    b. v-bit’   *(gvozd’) 
  bit.IMPF  nail.ACC     LP-bit.PRF nail.ACC 
 ‘bit (*nail)’    ‘tap in a nail’ 
 
(10) a. pet’    (pesnju)    b. po-pet’     (pesnju) 
  sing.IMPF  song.ACC   SLPDEL-sing.PRF  song.ACC 
  ‘sing ( a song)’       ‘sing (a song) for a while’ 
 
• Only LPs allow for backwards aspectual transformation – secondary 

imperfective, described in 1.1.3 (11 vs. 12) 
 
(11)  a. za-dumat’     b. za-dum-yva-t’ 
  LP-think .PRF    LP-think-2IMPF-INF 
  ‘to have planned’   ‘to plan’ 
 
(12) a. na-sobirat’           b. * na-sobir-yva-t’ 
  SLPCUM-gather             SLPCUM-gather-2IMPF-INF 
  ‘to have gathered a lot of smth.’   ‘to gather a lot of smth.’ 
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• There can be more than one SLP on a verb (13b), while no such stacking 
is possible with LPs (13a).  

 
(13) a. bežat’    v-bežat’    za-bežat’    * v-za-bežat’ 
     run.IMPF  LP-run.PRF  LP-run.PRF   LP-LP-run.PRF 
  ‘to run’   ‘to run in(to)’ ‘to run in(to)  
               or to run behind’ 
 
 b. bit’      na-bit’        po-na-bit’ 
  break.IMPF  SLPCUM-break.PRF   SLPDIST-SLPCUM-break.PRF 
  ‘to break’   ‘to break a lot of smth.’  ‘to break a lot of smth. one by  
      one.’ 
 
The syntactic and semantic differences illustrated above are captured by the 
analyses wherein the two types of prefixes are assumed to be generated in different 
syntactic positions. It is a fairly standard assumption by now that LPs originate 
inside and SLPs outside the verb phrase (vP) (Ramchand 2004a, Svenonius 2004, 
Romanova 2007). The argumentation goes as follows. Because SLPs have stable 
meanings resembling those of quantificational adverbs, while LPs have 
idiosyncratic meaning and change the argument structure, the latter should be 
introduced within the domain relevant for argument structure and idiomaticity, 
while the former should be introduced within the domain relevant for quantification 
over the event. In structural terms, the argument structure and idiomatic domain 
corresponds (roughly) to the vP, and the quantificational domain to some higher 
clausal area.  

For the present purposes, I am going to follow Svenonius’ (2004) analysis, 
who argues that LPs are structurally similar to Germanic particles and as such start 
out inside the prepositional small clause (SC). In the course of the derivation an LP 
undergoes phrasal movement to SpecAspP dominating the vP. Superlexical 
prefixes are argued to merge directly into SpecAspP. AspP is assumed to be the 
locus of perfectivity, i.e. prefixes create perfective meanings due to their being 
moved/generated in AspP. Provided the stacking possibilities of SLP (13b), the 
head of AspP can be optionally realized by the secondary imperfective suffix -yva. 
This explains the morphological nature of SLP/LP versus secondary imperfective: 
the former are prefixes, while the latter is a suffix. A sample derivation for the verb 
ponavbivat’ ‘to tap in a lot of smth. one by one’, which comprises two SLPs (po- 
and na-), an LP (v-), and the secondary imperfective suffix –iva,  is shown in (14).  
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 (14)        AspPDEL 
 

po-           AspPCUM 
 
          na-   AspP 

   
PP              Asp’        

            vP   
               v-    -iva         

vo     VP     
                 RP 
            Vo           

       R’  
       -bi-             Ro   tPP 

 
RP in (14) stands for the Result Phrase, originally proposed for the analysis of 
Russian LPs by Ramchand (2004a). Svenonius (2004) includes RP into his 
analysis, but the role of this projection in his work is limited to introducing 
resultative meaning rather than being the merging site for LPs, as suggested in 
Ramchand (2004a).  

The derivation in (14) captures several facts. First, it produces the desired 
linear order of the affixes. Second, it reflects the semantics of the resulting 
predicate, namely the scope relations between the affixes, which are SLP > 
Secondary Imperfective > LP.   

Svenonius does not discuss the issue of V-movement. However, this 
analysis quite obviously implies that in order to enter into checking relation with 
the aspectual operator and to form a morphological word with the affixes, the verb 
must undergo movement to Aspo, which I indicate in (14) by arrows.   
 The prediction of the analysis of Aspect outlined above and the results of 
the adverb test discussed in the previous section stand in contradiction to each 
other. Interestingly, the order ADV >V is preserved for verbs with LPs as well as 
for verbs with SLPs, and secondary imperfective, as shown in (15).   
 
(15) On   bystro  na-vy-dum-yva-l  (??/*bystro)    vsjakih  
 he.NOM quickly SLPCUM-LP-think-2IMPF-PST.MASC various        
 nebylic. 
 tales.GEN 
 ‘He quickly thought out (a lot of) various tales.’ 
 
On the assumption that manner adverbs are attached somewhere inside the vP area, 
the ADV-V order in (15) is quite unexpected, if the analysis of Russian prefixes is 
on the right track. Note that assuming affix lowering rather than head movement of 
the verb would not improve the situation. In the latter case, an adverb is expected to 
intervene between an affix and a verbal stem. It seems we are forced to assume that 
the verb moves overtly to AspP. But this leads to a problem with respect to adverb 
placement.  
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2.1.3 Reconciling the two facts 
We face a puzzle: aspectual properties of Russian verbs presuppose V-to-Asp 
movement, while the position of manner adverbs relative to verbs forces us to reject 
V-movement out of vP. In the present section I would like to propose a way out of 
the dilemma by assuming more flexibility in adverb placement.  

Essentially, the idea concerning flexible syntax of adverbs has already 
been introduced in Ernst (2002). In the present work I am following Svenonius 
(2002a) in its exact instantiation. Svenonius puts the phrase-delineating ability of 
adverbs into question. His proposal is based on the assumption that adverbs are 
merged into the structure on semantic grounds. But it is further assumed that the 
nodes not contributing to the interpretation of an adverb are ignored by it. This 
means that an adverb cannot attach lower than the domain it is supposed to scope 
over, but it is, in principle, unproblematic for it to attach higher than the minimally 
needed domain, under the condition that the semantics of the higher node does not 
conflict with that of an adverb.  

I propose that the fixed ADV-V ordering in Russian points not to the 
immobility of verbs but rather to higher attachment of manner adverbs. Namely, I 
assume that the latter are allowed to attach to AspP. In what follows, I prove that 
such a “high” attachment of a manner adverb does not cause semantic problems.  
 First, we have to understand what type of meaning is rendered by these 
modifiers. Semantically manner adverbs are assumed to be predicates over events 
(Parsons 1990). The semantics of verbs received the same treatment. In particular, 
Davidson (1967) proposed that verbs denote predicates over eventualities and that 
the argument structure of a verb, apart from the participants, includes an eventuality 
argument e, often referred to as Davidsonian. On the basis of these descriptions, a 
sentence like (16a) has a semantic representation as in (16b). 
 
(16) a. Sue ate fast. 
 b. Ǝe [ ate (e,Sue) & fast (e) ] 

 
If manner adverbs take events as their arguments, the event has to be constructed 
first. This is motivated by the following fact. It has been proposed that not all verbs 
contain an event argument in their argument structure (Kratzer 1989, Felser 1998, 
Katz 2003, among others). For instance, Katz (2003) argues that stative verbs are 
devoid of e. Interestingly, they make infelicitous arguments for manner adverbs. 
The restriction of manner adverbs to eventive predicates also holds in Russian, as 
shown in (17). 
 
(17) Saša     *gromko/*vnezapno/ *bystro ljubit     Veru. 
 Sasha.NOM loudly  suddenly   quickly love.PRS.3SG Vera.ACC 
 ‘Sasha loves Vera *loudly/*suddenly/*quickly.’  
 
The difference between states and events is assumed to be represented 
syntactically. Namely, according to Felser (1998), e is generated in the SpecAspP. 
Thus states are argued to lack AspP altogether, which predetermines their lacking 
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of e. A similar conclusion is drawn by Katz (2003), who provides the following 
representations for the verbs kiss and like (18).  
 
(18) a.  [TP Sandyi [T PAST [AspP PERFECTIVE [VP ti kiss Kim ]]]] 
 b.  [TP Sandyi [T PAST [VP ti like Kim ]]] 
   
Based on the abovementioned analyses, a direct relation between Aspect and 
argument structure emerges. This idea is explicitly defended in various event-based 
approaches to argument projection such as Tenny (1994), Arad (1996), and Borer 
(2003), among others. For instance, Arad argues that arguments are directly 
generated in aspectual projections and the presence of an argument correlates with 
aspectual interpretation of the predicate as being either telic or atelic: predicates 
containing a measuring argument (or Theme) are telic and those lacking it are 
atelic. Thus, according to event-based accounts, argument projection is 
predetermined by aspectual properties of the verb.  
 Recent approaches to Russian Aspect divert from the event-based 
approaches mentioned above in that they take arguments to be generated inside the 
vP and to be assigned thematic roles by the verb (Ramchand 2004a, Romanova 
2007). However, the influence of the higher aspectual head on the selectional 
properties of a verb is well recognized (Romanova 2007). For instance, SLPs na- 
(CUM) and pere- (DIST) both induce the verb to take a mass or plural object. 
Besides na- requires a genitive, or partitive, argument (19a), and pere- a strongly-
quantified argument (19b). 
 
(19) a. Deti      na-rvali       cvet-ov/*-y     dlja 
  children.NOM SLPCUM-pick.PST.PL flowers-GEN/-ACC  for   
  mamy. 
  mother.GEN     
  ‘Children picked (a lot of) flowers for their mother.’ 
  
 b. Deti      pere-lomali     ??(vse)   igruški. 
  children.NOM SLPDIST-break.PST.PL all.ACC  toys.ACC 
  ‘Children broke all the toys (one by one).’ 
 
The example in (20) provides another illustration: under the progressive 
interpretation of the verb in the sentence is only compatible with the specific 
interpretation of the argument (a), while habitual verb semantics forces a non-
specific reading of the argument (b). 
 
(20) Ja    perevožu        stat’ju. 
 I.NOM translate.PRS.IMPF.1SG article.ACC 
  
 a. ‘I am translating a certain article (now).   ’
 b. ‘I am translating an article (every day).’ 
    
Thus, what we observe is a close relation between Aspect and argument structure, 
one the one hand (19-20), and the interaction of argument structure with manner 
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modification, on the other, (17). Aspect behaves as a mediator between the two 
types of relations. Note that ungrammatical (17) can be improved if the verb is 
turned into an eventive predicate, which is achieved by adding an LP, as in (21).  
 
(21) a. Saša    vnezapno/bystro  po-ljubil       Veru. 
  Sasha.NOM suddenly quickly  LP-love.PST.MASC Vera.ACC 
  ‘Sasha suddenly/quickly fell in love with Vera.’ 
 
 b. Saša    vnezapno/bystro  raz-ljubil      Veru. 
  Sasha.NOM suddenly quickly  LP-love.PST.MASC  Vera.ACC 
  ‘Sasha suddenly/quickly fell out of love with Vera.’  
 
The contrast between (17) and (21) strongly supports Katz’ assumption concerning 
the influence of Aspect on licensing manner adverbs.  
 I conclude that manner adverbs must be generated outside of vP, presumably 
on top of AspP.7 This assumption allows us to account for the fixed ADV >V order 
in Russian, as well as for the aspectual properties of Russian verbs.   
 One can ask whether V-movement in Russian terminates in AspP or whether 
the verb moves even higher. I am not going to elaborate on this issue in the present 
work. What is important for my purposes is that the verb leaves the thematic 
domain for a position inside the inflection field.          
 
2.2 Base positions of arguments 
 
In the present section we will consider the position of verbal arguments in 
discourse neutral contexts, i.e. prior to application of scrambling. The discussion 
will be centered on the position and mutual ordering of internal arguments of 
ditransitive verbs. As to the subject, I follow the nowadays standard position that it 
is introduced by a separate functional head v (Marantz 1984, Bowers 1993, 
Chomsky 1995, Kratzer 1996, to name just a few).   
 There are two types of ditransitives in Russian: those that take two DP 
arguments (22), and those that select for a DP and a PP (23). 
 
(22) Nastja     pokazala     Sergeju   svoi  pokupki.  
 Nastya.NOM  show.PST.FEM Sergey.DAT REFL purchases.ACC 
 ‘Nastya showed Sergey her purchases.’  
 
(23) Mama     postavila   moloko  v  holodil’nik. 
 mother.NOM  put.PST.FEM milk.ACC into fridge.LOC 
 ‘Mother put milk into the fridge.’ 
 

                                                   
7 Note that this analysis is also compatible with Cinque (1999). In his view, adverbs are 
specifiers of dedicated aspectual projection. Extending this to Russian would mean that 
the AspP hosting prefixes can have a manner adverb in its outer specifier. Recall that I 
take prefixes to originate in/move to SpecAspP (Svenonius 2004).    
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The pattern shown in (22) is known as the Double Object Construction (DOC).Note 
that Russian DOCs do not enter the alternation shown in (24) for English, whereby 
a dative argument is replaced by a PP, even though Russian has a preposition (k 
‘to’) that assigns Dative. This is illustrated in (25). 
 
(24) a. Nastya showed Sergey her purchases. 
 b. Nastya showed her purchases to Sergey. 
 
(25) * Nastja   pokazala     svoi  pokupki        k  
 Nastya.NOM show.PST.FEM REFL  purchases.ACC  to  
 Sergeju.  
 Sergey.DAT 
 ‘Nastya showed her purchases to Sergey.’  
 
A PP argument in the unmarked case follows the DO (cf. section 1.1.1). This is 
quite a common assumption (Bailyn 1995b, Chvany 1975). However, the relative 
order of arguments in DOC is debated.  
  The most detailed syntactic study on Russian DOC I am aware of is Bailyn 
(1995b). The author argues that the base structure of  Russian DOC must be 
represented as in (26), i.e. the IO, carrying Dative, is asymmetrically c-commanded 
by the DO, marked Accusative.  
 
(26)    VP       [Bailyn 1995b: 9] 

           NPACC          V’ 
            V    XPDAT/OBLIQUE     

 
Some alternative opinions about the architecture of Russian DOCs have been 
expressed, namely, that the arguments are projected in the opposite order, i.e. the 
DO merges with the verb first and the IO is generated higher up (Chvany 1975, 
Junghanns and Zybatow 1997, Soschen 2005, Slioussar 2007, Pereltsvaig 
forthcoming).  
 In this work, I am following the idea about the structurally higher position of 
IOs. The structure I am advocating is given in (27). 
 
(27)   vP 

         v’   
      S         VPAPPL 

                              vo             V’APPL 
    IO                  VP 

Vo
APPL           V’       

                DO       
                  Vo  PP/CP 

 
 

As shown in the representation, the verb phrase is decomposed into a number of 
projections, or shells (Larson 1988). The upper shells, vP and VPAPPL, are 
functional in nature and serve to introduce the arguments “external” to the core 
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predicate: vP introduces agentive subjects, and VPAPPL hosts IO in its Spec. vP and 
VPAPPL also participate in case checking: the former checks ACC on DO, and the 
latter checks DAT on IO that it introduces.  The lexical core of the phrase is 
represented by VP, which consists of a verb, a DO and other possible complements 
to V, such as PPs and clausal complements.    
 In what follows, I motivate the structure in (27) and challenge the arguments 
in favor of the structure given in (26).  
 
2.2.1  Bailyn’s (1995) analysis and the challenges it faces  
The arguments presented by Bailyn (1995b) in favor of the structure in (26) come 
from the following DO-IO asymmetries8.  
 First, only DO can undergo certain case alternations, namely the GenNeg 
and the distributive po shift. The former is illustrated in (28).  
 
(28) a. Ja    ne  daju      detjam  konfet-y/-Ø. 
  I.NOM NEG give.PRS.1SG kids.DAT sweets-ACC/-GEN 
  ‘I don’t give (any) sweets to kids.’ 

 
 b. Ja    ne  daju      det-jam/*-ej   konfety. 
  I.NOM NEG give.PRS.1SG kids-DAT/-GEN sweets.ACC 
  ‘I don’t give sweets to (any) kids.’ 
 
As discussed in section 1.1.4 and shown in the examples above, in the presence of 
the sentential negation a DO in Russian can surface either in Accusative or in 
Genitive. Such a case variation is precluded with IO, which preserves its Dative 
case. 

Similarly, only DO is subject to the distributive po alternation. The use of 
a po-phrase is a way to express distributivity in Russian. As evidenced by the 
contrast in (29), DO, but not IO, can be substituted by a po-phrase.      

  
(29) a. Vospitatel’         razdal      detjam    po  
  kindergarten.teacherNOM  give.PST.MASC children.DAT DIST  
  konfete. 
  sweet.DAT      
  ‘The kindergarten teacher gave the children a sweet each.’ 

 

                                                   
8 In my summary of Bailyn’s (1995b) analysis, I omit the asymmetry related to scope 
ambiguities. Quantifier scope is a debatable issue in Russian. For instance, while Bailyn 
argues that DO always takes wide scope over IO, Ionin (2001) provides quite different 
judgements. She presents data showing that scope relations depend on the form of the 
quantifier (odin ‘one’ vs. po krajnej mere odin ‘at least one’) as well as on the IS of the 
sentence. I personally tend to agree with Ionin in her treatment of scope in Russian.        
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 b. *Vospitatel’        razdal      po  rebenku  
  kindergarten.teacherNOM  give.PST.MASC DIST child.DAT 
  konfety. 
  sweets.ACC      
  ‘The kindergarten teacher gave each of the children sweets.’ 
 
Bailyn accounts for the data presented above by suggesting that the described case 
alternations are structurally restricted to the SpecVP position hosting DO.   
 But do these case alternations really tell us anything about the hierarchical 
relations between DO and IO? In what follows I present facts that speak against this 
assumption.   

GenNeg and distributive po-phrases are often used as unaccusativity tests 
in Russian linguistics (Pesetsky 1982, Schoorlemmer 2004). This means that 
agentive subjects cannot undergo these case transformations either, which is shown 
in (30).  
 
(30) a. * Rebenk-a  nikogda ne  videl      košku. 
  child-GEN   never  NEG see.PST.MASC  cat.ACC 
  Intended meaning: ‘No child ever saw a cat.’    
 
 b. *Po  rebenku   eli     jabloki. 
  DIST child.DAT  eat.PST.PL apples.ACC 
  Intended meaning: ‘Each child ate an apple.’ 
 
The data in (30) replicate those in (28b, 29b) and show that S patterns with IO in 
that both are banned from entering either the GenNeg or the distributive po 
alternation. It is beyond any doubt that S is higher than and thus c-commands all 
the other arguments both before and after its movement to SpecTP. Importantly, the 
data provided above point to the similarity between S and IO. In section 2.2.2 I will 
show that the similarity between the two goes much further.  
  The other two asymmetries considered by Bailyn seem more telling since 
they are more directly related to hierarchical relations. The first one is from 
Binding. The author shows that DO can bind a non-subject-oriented anaphor within 
IO, while the reverse does not hold. This is shown in (31).  
 
(31) a. Maria    predstavljaet    [svoih druzej]i    drug  
  Maria.NOM introduce.PRS.3SG  REFL friends.ACC  each    
  drugui. 
  other.DAT 

 
 b. Maria    predstavljaet     drug drugui    [svoih 
  Maria.NOM introduce.PRS.3SG  each other.DAT  REFL  
  druzej]i. 
  friends.ACC  
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 c. ? Maria   predstavljaet     [svoim druz’jam]i   drug 
  Maria.NOM introduce.PRS.3SG  REFL  friends.DAT each  
  drugai 
  other.ACC 

 
 d. *Maria   predstavljaet    drug drugai    [svoim 
  Maria.NOM introduce.PRS.3SG each other.ACC  REFL  
  druz’jam]i. 
  friends.DAT 
   
  ‘Maria introduced her friends to each other.’ 

 
In (31a) the anaphor and its antecedent are in their respective base positions with 
the latter c-commanding the former. (31b), according to Bailyn, illustrates the case 
of A’-scrambling of the DO with reconstruction to its base position, which allows 
for binding in spite of the anaphor preceding its antecedent on the surface. The 
author grades (31c) as deviant and proposes that the speakers who allow it, permit 
A-movement of IO, which accounts for the marginal acceptability. Finally, (31d) is 
the base order with the anaphor preceding the antecedent, which yields 
ungrammaticality.    
 First of all, it should be mentioned that the data in (31) are not 
uncontroversial: the marginality of (31c) and full acceptability of (31b) are 
debatable. On the basis of my own judgements and the judgements of my 
informants, the acceptability of binding relations in Russian depends heavily on the 
linear order. This means that irrespective of case and grammatical relations, a 
sentence in which an antecedent precedes an anaphor always outranks the one in 
which the order is inverted, i.e. (31a) and (31c) are acceptable, while (31b) and 
(31d) are marginal or unacceptable.9 This might be taken as an indication that the 
so-called VP-internal scrambling in Russian is of A-type, which changes binding 
relations (Bailyn 1995a).10 Moreover, in some cases, the order AntecedentDAT – 

                                                   
9 The contrast between Antecedent-Anaphor and Anaphor-Antecedent orders becomes 
much sharper with verbs that are not inherently reciprocal, e.g. show in (i).   
 (i) a. Svaha      pokazala     partnerami  drug  drugai. 
   matchmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM partners.DAT each  other.ACC  
  b. Svaha      pokazala     partnerovi  drug  drugui.  
   matchmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM partners.ACC each   other.DAT  
  a’. ??/* Svaha   pokazala     drug  drugai   partnerami. 
   matchmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM each  other.ACC partners.DAT   
  b’. ??/* Svaha  pokazala    drug  drugui   partnerovi.  
  mathmaker.NOM show.PST.FEM each  other.DAT partners.ACC 
 
  ‘The matchmaker showed partners to each other.’  
  
10 Note that in order to account for the acceptability of (31c), Bailyn has to assume that 
IO undergoes movement to an A-position, while the possibility of (31b) is explained by 
reconstruction typical of A’-movement. In the absence of any further evidence showing 
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AnaphorACC is notably preferred over the opposite order (32), undermining Bailyn’s 
analysis.  
   
(32) a. Čistaja slučajnost’   podarila      nami  drug drugai.  
  mere  chance.NOM  present.PST.FEM  us.DAT each other.ACC 

 
 b. * Čistaja  sluchajnost’  podarila      nasi   drug drugui.  
  mere  chance.NOM  present.PST.FEM  us.ACC each other.DAT 
 
  ‘A mere chance gave us as a gift to each other.’      
 
The data on variable binding further substantiate the claim concerning the linearity 
of binding relations in Russian. 
 
(33) a. Ja    otdala     [každomu studentu]i  egoi  rabotu. 
  I.NOM give.PST.FEM every   student.DAT his  work.ACC 

 
 b. * Ja    otdala      egoi rabotu    [každomu studentu]i. 
  I.NOM  give.PST.FEM  his article.ACC  every   student.DAT 
   
  ‘I gave every student his work back.’     

 
 c. Ja     otdala      [každuju  rabotu ]i   eei avtoru. 
  I.NOM  give.PST.FEM  every   work.ACC  its author.DAT 

 
 d. * Ja   otdala      eei avtoru    [každuju  rabotu]i.  
  I.NOM give.PST.FEM  its author.DAT every   work.ACC 
 
  ‘I gave every work to its author.’     
 
As shown in (33a) and (33c), binding relations between a quantifier and a 
pronominal variable are possible if the quantifier precedes the variable, otherwise 
they are ruled out (33b and 33d). Case properties and grammatical relations do not 
influence the grammaticality.  

The conclusion to draw from the data discussed above is, whichever 
operation is responsible for re-ordering of IO and DO, this operation affects 
binding relations. If so, it precludes Binding as a reliable diagnostics for 
determining basic order of constituents in Russian.11 

The last argument provided by Bailyn in favor of DO > IO base order is 
related to Control. He notes that an accusative DP makes a licit controller for the 
PRO subject of an instrumental depictive Small Clause (SC), while a dative DP 
does not.  
                                                                                                                      
that the IO in (31b) occupies a different position in comparison to (31c) this seems to be 
a stipulation.        
11 In fact, in his more recent works Bailyn (2003, 2004) argues extensively for A-nature 
of clause internal scrambling in Russian.   
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(34) Polinai    predstavila      svoju  podruguk    otcum  
 Poly.NOM  introduce.PST.FEM  REFL  girl.friend.ACC father.DAT  
 pyan-oji/ k / *-ymm. 
 drunk-INST.FEM /-INST.MASC 
 ‘Poly introduced her girl friend to her father drunk.’        
  
(34) shows that S is equally acceptable as a PRO controller. The author explains the 
control property by assuming that the depictive SC in (34) is adjoined to V’, as in 
representation (35).  
 
(35)      IP 

  
NOMi   VP 
 
      ACCk    V’ 

 
V’        SC 

                     

V          DATm     PROi/k/*m 
 
Given the c-command theory of Control assumed by Bailyn, the ungrammaticality 
of the m-coindexing in (34-35) follows from the failure of IO to c-command PRO.  

 The representation in (35) triggers the following predictions: (i) control 
into adjunct clauses from the IO position is generally impossible in Russian, and 
(ii) on the basis of the c-command theory of Control, we expect control possibilities 
to vary with different word orders. Neither of the predictions is borne out.  

 First, as evidenced by (36), Control as such is not a problem for IO. It can 
easily control into purpose infinitival SCs. 
 
(36) Ona    prinesla     mnei  raboty   PROi proverit’. 
 she.NOM bring.PST.FEM I.DAT  papers.ACC   check.INF 
 ‘She brought me some papers to check/grade.’ 
 
Note that the PRO-subject in (36) cannot have an arbitrary reference. The sentence 
cannot be paraphrased as She brought me some papers for someone to grade them. 
(36) cannot even be an example of partial Control because interpreting the sentence 
as She brought me some papers for her and me to grade together is not possible 
either. Thus in (36) we are dealing with the same type of Control, namely 
obligatory, as in (34). 

Syntactically, the infinitival SC in (36) as well as the instrumental 
depictive SC (34) is an adjunct. If adjunction happens at the V’ level, as depicted in 
(35), the difference in control possibilities between (34) and (36) is quite puzzling.  

 Furthermore, if c-command is all that matters for Control, the IO in (34) 
should become a possible controller once it is moved across the DO, because in this 
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case c-command relations change accordingly. However, no new control 
possibilities arise (37). This is rather unexpected on the analysis given in (35).     
   
(37) Polinai   predstavila      otcum    svoju  podruguk  
 Poly.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  father.DAT REFL  girl.friend.ACC    
 pyan-oji/ k / *-ymm. 
 drunk-INST.FEM /-INST.MASC 
 ‘Poly introduced her girl friend to her father drunk.’ 
 
Finally, if only depictives are taken into consideration, the ban on Control by IO is 
not absolute. Depictive secondary predicates in Russian come in two types: 
agreeing and instrumental. An instrumental depictive was shown above (34, 37). 
(38) is an example of an agreeing depictive secondary predicate.  
 
(38) Onak    rasskazala   nami  etu novost’     i  bez   togo 
 she.NOM tell.PST.FEM we.DAT this news.ACC and without that    
 rasstroennymi / *k. 
 upset.DAT.PL 
 ‘She told us this news while we were already upset enough.’ 
 
The data in (36-38) clearly indicate that the behavior of IO in Control environments 
cannot be accounted for in purely configurational terms. C-command seems an 
insufficient condition for Control, on general basis. A proper account of subject 
(39b) versus object (39a) Control is still missing. 
 
(39) a. Linak asked her boyfriendi [PROi/*k to buy some wine].   
   
 b. Linak promised her boyfriendi [PRO*i/k to buy some wine]. 
 
In both examples in (39) the subject as well as the object seem to c-command the 
infinitival SC but control possibilities clearly differ. 12  
 A proper analysis of the Control facts presented above is well beyond the 
objectives of the present study.13 What I aimed to show is that an attempt to use 
Control as indicating hierarchical relations leads to a number of questions. Unless a 

                                                   
12 I thank Željko Bošković for bringing this fact to my attention.  
13 My intuition is that the difference in Control is linked to the case properties of the 
controller: S and DO carry structural case, while IO is marked with inherent Dative. 
There might be some sort of a clash between the case of the controller and the case 
carried by the PRO-subject. A partial support for the idea comes from data like (36). If 
the PRO subject of an infinitival SC in Russian is marked Dative (Perlmutter and 
Moore 2002) than the ability of IO to control into infinitival SCs can be argued to 
follow from the lack of case clash. Of course, we still have to find an explanation for 
the examples with instrumental SCs, since there PRO can be argued to be marked 
Instrumental, which does not preclude control by a DP marked Nominative or 
Accusative. However, if Instrumental turns out to be a structural case, the explanation in 
terms of case clash might hold.       
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satisfactory answer to these questions is found using Control for the designated 
purposes is incorrect.             
        To summarize, in the present section I revised the arguments suggested by 
Bailyn (1995b) in favour of the structure wherein IO is asymmetrically c-
commanded by DO. It was shown that the observed asymmetries are easily 
challenged.  

In the following section, I provide some additional facts that present a 
problem for Bailyn’s analysis but can be naturally explained within the analysis 
defended in the present thesis.  
 
2.2.2 Motivating IO > DO configuration 
In the previous section, we reviewed the arguments put forth by Bailyn (1995b) in 
favor of his analysis of the Russian DOC. It was shown that they do not provide a 
solid ground to conclude that the base order of arguments corresponds to DO > IO.  

In this section, I present some more facts aimed at clarifying the issue. The 
data to be discussed go against Bailyn’s analysis and speak in favor of the 
hypothesis that the structural hierarchy of arguments in Russian DOCs is rather IO 
> DO.  

The first piece of evidence comes from consideration of focus structure in 
Russian DOCs. This fact has been pointed out previously (Janko 1991, Junghanns 
and Zybatow 1997).  

A notorious property of Russian is its free word order, which is 
constrained by discourse factors. As a rule, a clause-final constituent carries the 
main sentential stress and constitutes the focus or a part thereof (under wide Focus). 
Apart from the correlation between stress and focus, there is also a correlation 
between stress and the depth of embedding (Cinque 1993; Neeleman and Reinhart 
1998). In particular, in accordance with the Nuclear Stress Rule (NSR) (Cinque 
1993) the main sentential stress falls on the most deeply embedded constituent. 
NSR can be obviated by applying additional operations, such as distressing and/or 
stress strengthening. However, if any of the stress-shifting operations applies focus 
projection is blocked (Neeleman and Reinhart 1998).  

With this in mind, consider the sentences in (40) and their possible 
contexts given below each of the examples. The bold face indicates the position of 
the sentential stress.           
 
(40) a. On     kupil      kakomu-to  niščemu   obed.   
  he.NOM  buy.PST.MASC some    beggar.DAT lunch.ACC 
  ‘He bought some beggar a lunch.’ 
      What’s up with Sergey? He looks so happy.  
      What did Sergey buy for some beggar on the street? 

 
 b. On     kupil      obed    kakomu-to  niščemu.  
  he.NOM  buy.PST.MASC lunch.ACC some    beggar.DAT   
  ‘He bought a lunch for some beggar.’ 
      Who did Sergey buy a lunch for? 
      * What’s up with Sergey? He looks so happy.  
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Only (40a) is a felicitous answer to questions targeting wide (VP or sentential) 
focus. (40b), with the inverted order of arguments, can only encode narrow focus 
on the IO. If focus projection is a reliable diagnostics for determining the unmarked 
order, (40a) must be the base structure and  (40b) derived from it, not vice versa.14  
 Another test for establishing the base order of arguments in DOC was 
suggested by Zimmerling (2007). Some nouns, especially loan words, do not 
exhibit overt case morphology. Because of this case homophony, the arguments are 
ambiguous with respect to their grammatical roles. Zimmerling notes that the most 
natural way to interpret sentences like (41) is by assigning the function of DO to 
the rightmost DP and that of IO to the next higher argument. In other words, (41) 
gets an interpretation similar to the English DOC and not to the to-dative, as shown 
in the translation of (41). This finding speaks in favor of the order IO > DO being 
the unmarked variant. 
 
(41) Vasja    podaril     Marlo       P’erlo.  
 Vasya.NOM give.PST.MASC Marlo.ACC/DAT  Pierlo.ACC/DAT 
   ‘Vasya gave (a work by) Pierlo to Marlo.’ 
 ?? ‘Vasya gave (a work by) Marlo to Pierlo.’ 
 
Apart from the abovementioned facts already noted in studies on the Russian DOC, 
there are some further indications of the structure I am arguing for , i.e. IO > DO.     

Consider the sentences in (42) illustrating VP-topicalization. 
Topicalization is often used to identify constituency. It is beyond any doubt that a 
Head forms a constituent with its Complement but not with its Specifier. The 
structure proposed by Bailyn (26, 35) predicts that it should be easier to topicalize a 
verb together with its IO rather than with its DO. But as we can see in (42), this 
prediction is not borne out. 

 
(42) a. [Čitat’   detjam  skazki]i   roditeli    očen’ ljubjat  ti. 
  read.INF  kids.DAT tales.ACC     parents.NOM much like.PRS.3PL 

 
 b. [Čitat’   skazki]i  roditeli    detjam  očen’ ljubjat  ti.  
  read.INF  tales.ACC parents.NOM kids.DAT much like.PRS.3PL 

 
 c. ??/* [Čitat’ detjam]i  roditeli    skazki   očen’ ljubjat  ti. 
   read.INF  kids.DAT parents.NOM tales.ACC much like.PRS.3PL 
 
  ‘Parents like to read tales to their kids very much.’ 

 

                                                   
14 Note that the sentences in (40) must be considered with the prosody indicated in the 
text, i.e. a single accent on the final word. In principle, a sentence with the order DO-IO 
can be uttered as an answer to a what’s up? question, but in this case the main accent 
will fall on the non-final DO, and IO can get a secondary stress. This will not contradict 
NSR once we dissociate scrambling from focus, and allow even focused constituents to 
scramble for some independent reasons.  
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As shown in (42a), Topicalization can apply to the entire V-IO-DO sequence. The 
movement can also target the verb and its DO, as in (42b). Extracting the verb with 
an IO in the presence of a DO produces an unacceptable sentence (42c). I attribute 
the ungrammaticality of (42c) to the fact that the verb does not form a constituent 
with IO to the exclusion of DO at the level where Topicalization applies.15 

Marantz (1984) discusses the influence of syntactic structure on the 
formation of lexical units. In particular, he shows that the syntactic position of verb 
arguments affects their ability to participate in idiom formation. Roughly speaking, 
the closer an argument is to the lexical verb in the syntactic representation, the 
easier it is to include it into an idiom. If IO is a complement of V, it should be 
unproblematic to find idioms consisting of V plus IO, excluding DO. However, the 
most common templates for idioms in Russian are V-DO, V-DO-PP, and V-PP 
(43). 

 
(43) a. bit’    bakluši               [V-DO] 
  beat.INF  dawdles.ACC. 
  ‘to be lazy’ 

  
 b. sest’     v  galošu            [V-PP] 
  sit.down.INF  into rubber.shoe.ACC 
  ‘to fail’ 

  
 c. metat’   biser    pered  svin’jami    [V-DO-PP] 
  cast.INF  beads.ACC before  swines.INST 
  ‘to cast pearls before swines’ 
 
My survey of 600 idioms (Shansky et. al. 1975) revealed no cases where IO would 
be idiomatized together with V to the exclusion of other arguments, especially DO. 
It is not the case that dative IOs are incompatible with idioms. Idioms can be used 
within DOC as long as IO is outside the idiomatic unit (44) (the idiom is 
underlined).  
 
(44) On    večno  vstavljaet   nam   palki    v  kolesa.  
 he.NOM always put.PRS.3SG  we.DAT sticks.ACC into wheels.ACC 
 ‘He always impedes us.’ 
 
If idiom-formation is syntactically restricted to the lexical VP (Marantz 1984), the 
evasive behaviour of IO in such contexts implies that it is located outside the core 
lexical VP. Note that in this respect IO patterns with the external argument16. 

                                                   
15 The data in (42) are quite puzzling. Given that Russian is a scrambling language, we 
expect it to be possible to derive sequences like (42c) by scrambling the DO out and 
then fronting the remnant VP. An explanation of the data awaits further study. 
16 Russian has a handful of idioms with a fixed subject (kondraška shvatila ‘to be 
frightened to death’, sovest’ zaela ‘feel guilty’), but these are analyzed on a par with 
object experiencer verbs (bespokoit’ ‘worry’, radovat’ ‘please’) (Chtareva 2004).    
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 The “external” nature of IO with respect to the lexical VP is further 
supported by its lack of interaction with Aspect. Here we are only interested in 
perfectivization with the help of LPs. As described above (section 2.1.2), their 
distinguishing property is the ability to change the argument structure of a verb, e.g. 
by adding an obligatory argument to an otherwise intransitive or an optionally 
transitive verb. In (45) the optionally transitive verb čitat’ ‘read’ turns into the 
obligatory transitive when the LP do- is added to it.  

 
(45) a. Mama     čitala      (skazku).   
  mother.NOM read.PST.FEM  tale.ACC         
  ‘The mother was reading (the/a tale).’ 

 
 b. Mama     do-čitala     *(skazku). 
  mother.NOM LP-read.PST.FEM tale.ACC  
  ‘The mother read *(the tale) up to the end.’     

 
Recall that the effect LPs have on selectional properties of the verb is accounted for 
by assuming that an LP is introduced inside the lexical domain, i.e. inside the VP.  

Importantly for our discussion, only DOs are involved in this valence-
changing process. There is no LP in Russian which governs the presence or absence 
of IO. Thus in (45) an IO, e.g. detjam ‘children.DAT’, can be freely added to both 
(a) and (b) examples. The argument structure of a verb is argued to be conditioned 
by its syntactic environment (Marantz 1993, Pylkkänen 2002). In this context, the 
inertness of IO with respect to selectional restrictions of verbs (and LPs) points to 
its “external” nature relative to the domain where these selectional restrictions are 
satisfied. In this, IO approximates the behaviour of S.    

And finally, IO is similar to S with respect to extraction. It is a well-known 
fact that it is much easier to extract from the Complement rather than from the 
Specifier. If IO is a Complement of V and DO is introduced as its Specifier, it 
should be easier to extract from the former than from the latter.  

Russian does not allow long wh-movement out of indicative embedded 
clauses, but extraction is possible out of subjunctive clauses. Moreover, Russian is 
not subject to the Left Branch Condition, as shown in (46).  

 
(46) Kakie    mama     prislala     tebe    fotografii? 
 which.ACC mother.NOM send.PST.FEM  you.DAT pictures.ACC 
 ‘Which pictures did your mother send you?’ 

 
Wh-movement out of subjunctive complements shows the Subject/Object 
asymmetry: (47) is bad because the extraction targets S, while (48), where it applies 
to DO, is acceptable.   
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(47) ?? Kakoji   ty     hočeš’      čtoby  [ ti kandidat] 
 which.NOM you.NOM  want.PSR.2SG  that.SUBJ  candidate.NOM    
 polučil      eto mesto? 
 get.PST.MASC  this position.ACC 
 ‘Which candidate do you want to get this position?’    

 
(48)  Kakoji    ty     hočeš’      čtoby    ja 
 which.ACC you.NOM  want.PRS.2SG  that.SUBJ    I.NOM 
 pokazala     emu   [ ti fil’m] ?   
 show.PST.FEM  he.DAT   film.ACC 
 ‘Which film do you want me to show him?’ 

 
Interestingly, the restrictions on extraction out of subjunctive clauses are the same 
for IO (49) as for S (47).     

  
(49) ?? Kakomui ty     hočeš’      čtoby   my 
 which.DAT you.NOM want.PRS.2SG  that.SUBJ  we.NOM 
 otdali       ego  [ ti rebenku] ? 
 give.away.PST.PL it.ACC  child.DAT 
 ‘To which child do you want us to give it (e.g. the present)?’ 

 
If extraction is sensitive to the Complement/Specifier distinction, the similarity 
between S and IO with regard to extraction suggests that the two must occur in a 
similar structural position, namely the Specifier.  

The data in this section show that IO shares a fair amount of properties 
with S. This fact is difficult to explain under an analysis which treats IO as the 
argument structurally closest to the lexical verb. In the following section, I argue 
for an alternative analysis of the Russian DOC. I claim that IO is generated outside 
the lexical VP. The facts presented in this section follow naturally from the present 
proposal.  
 
2.2.3 Applicative Head approach to Russian DOC  
It has been emphasized in the preceding section that the behavior of IO resembles 
that of S. I would like to interpret this similarity as indicating that the two share 
some structural property which distinguishes them from DO. Following Marantz 
(1993) and Pylkkänen (2002), I assume that this common structural characteristic is 
that IO, similarly to S, is a ‘non-core’ argument of the verb. Both IO and S are 
introduced in the course of the derivation by a dedicated functional head. DO, on 
the other hand, is an essential component of the verbal meaning and is introduced 
by the lexical verb.  

Building on numerous proposals in the literature (Jackendoff 1990, 
Johnson 1991, Bowers 1993, Marantz 1993; Pylkkänen 2002; McIntyre 2006) I 
assume that IO is introduced by a light verb, which contributes the possession 
component to the meaning of the predicate. In the spirit of the previous work 
mentioned above, I label the node encoded by this light verb Applicative (VAPPL).  

By applying the Applicative Head approach to DOC I eschew the 
transformational account to the construction (Larson 1988, Den Dikken 1995). 
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According to the latter, DOC is derived from a PP ditransitive construction, i.e. 
(50a) is a transformed version of (50b). The transformation is related to the fact that 
the null preposition in (50a), as opposed to overt to in (50b), cannot license case on 
the complement DP (Den Dikken 1995). 
 
(50) a. I gave [ Ø her]PP flowers. 
 
 b. I gave flowers [to her]PP.    
 
The arguments for rejecting the transformational account to Russian DOC have 
been provided previously (e.g. Babyonyshev 1999, Pereltsvaig forthcoming). Here 
I just present some of them. 

It was shown earlier in this chapter that Russian totally lacks the to-dative 
construction and possesses only DOC. This is quite surprising in light of the fact 
that Russian does have a dative-assigning preposition – k ‘to’. But as shown above, 
it cannot be used to express the corresponding meaning. The relevant data are 
repeated below.   
 
(51) a. Nastja     pokazala     Sergeju   svoi  pokupki.    
  Nastya.NOM  show.PST.FEM Sergey.DAT REFL purchases.ACC 
  ‘Nastya showed Sergey her purchases.’  
 
 b. * Nastja    pokazala     svoi  pokupki        k  
  Nastya.NOM  show.PST.FEM REFL  purchases.ACC  to 
  Sergeju.  
  Sergey.DAT 
  ‘Nastya showed her purchases to Sergey.’  
 
K is a purely locative preposition. Therefore there are no morphosyntactic cues in 
the language to derive DOC from a prepositional construction.  
 Moreover, as argued by Babyonyshev (1999) there is no abstract (in)to-
preposition in the inventory of Russian (i.e. preposition of ‘terminal 
coincidence’(Hale and Keyser 1993)). The lack of the abstract preposition 
correlates with the fact that Russian does not contain any location verbs (to shelve, 
to bottle, etc.), as evidenced by (52). The latter are assumed to be formed by 
incorporation of the preposition of terminal coincidence into the corresponding 
noun (Hale and Keyser 1993).   
 
(52) a. * butylit’  ‘to bottle’   
 b. * polkat’   ‘to shelve’  
 
The meanings denoted by the English verbs in (52) can only be expressed by using 
a relevant verb with a PP argument, as in (53). 
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(53) a. nalit’   v   butylku      b. postavit’  na polku 
  pore.INF  into bottle.ACC     put.INF  on shelf.ACC 
  ‘to bottle’              ‘to shelve’ 
 
Based on the arguments presented above, I will proceed by analyzing ditransitives 
with dative IOs as being derivationally unrelated to those with PP arguments.  

As stated earlier in this section, I take dative IOs to be introduced by VAPPL, 
which takes a lexical VP as its complement. Since Pylkkänen’s (2002) study on 
applicatives the latter are subdivided into two types: High Applicatives which 
introduce Benefactors/Malefactors and thus relate an individual to an event, and 
Low Applicatives which bring in a Possessor/Source participant into the argument 
structure of the verb, i.e. relate two individuals. The representations for High and 
Low VAPPL are given in (54a) and (54b) respectively. 
 
(54) a.  vP     

             v’                  
    S         VPAPPL            

                          vo                V’APPL              
     IO                                

            Vo
APPL       VP          

  
                      Vo          DO 
 b. vP                   

             v’                  
    S         VP            

                          vo                VPAPPL              
     V                                

                IO       V’APPL         
                         

                         Vo
APPL

       DO 
 

Soschen (2005) assumes, without much discussion though, that Russian VAPPL is 
low, i.e. it projects the structure shown in (54b). I would like to propose that the 
structure of Russian DOCs is of the type (54a) rather than (54b). The reasons for 
that are the following.   

First of all, although dative IOs are often Possessors (e.g. with verbs like 
dat’ ‘give’, poslat’ ‘send’), they also occur with verbs that do not imply possession 
between its objects. These include verbs like čitat’ ‘read’, pet’ ‘sing’, gotovit’ 
‘cook’ etc. We have already seen examples with čitat’ ‘read’ in (42) above. (55) 
provides some more examples of this type.       

 
(55) a. Arina    nam    pela      i  tancevala. 
  Arina.NOM we.DAT  sing.PST.FEM and dance.PST.FEM 
    ‘Arina danced and sang for us.’ 
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 b. Borina   žena    ne  gotovit    i   ne  
  Boris.NOM wife.NOM  NEG cook.PRS.3SG and NEG  
  stiraet       emu. 
   launder.PRS.3SG  he.DAT 
  ‘Boris’ wife does not cook or launder for him.’ 

 
Pylkkänen argues that only High VAPPL is compatible with agentive intransitive 
verbs, and these are exactly the type of predicates we have in (55).17 This means 
that there is no strong correlation in Russian between transitivity of the verb and its 
ability to take an IO – a hallmark of languages which possess High VAPPL.   

Secondly, the structure in (54a), rather than that in (54b), provides a more 
natural account for some DO/IO asymmetries discussed in the previous section. In 
particular, the VP-Topicalization fact (42) was argued to indicate that, at a certain 
level, DO forms a syntactic constituent with V excluding IO. This type of 
constituency is difficult to obtain in (54b). Furthermore, under (54b) DO is 
introduced as an argument of VAPPL. But as we saw earlier some perfective verbs 
(namely those with an LP) have their arguments introduced by the prefix lower 
down in the structure. I do not see a way to maintain the assumed analysis of LPs 
and to obtain the desired constituency for Topicalization under the structure in 
(54b).  

And, finally, McGinnis (2001) argues that only languages with High VAPPL 
allow for, the so-called, long passives, i.e. constructions where the lowest of the 
two internal arguments undergo passivization. As shown in (56), English does not 
have long passives, since passivization can only apply to the object that is 
structurally higher. 
 
(56) a. Maria was sent a box of chocolate. 
 
 b. * A box of chocolate was sent Maria.  
 
Russian counterparts of (56) show the opposite acceptability. As evidenced by 
(57b), IO, although structurally higher, cannot be passivized at all in Russian.  DO 
passivizes easily and triggers agreement on the predicate (57c). 
 
(57) a. On     otpravil     sestre    ctevy.  
  he.NOM  send.PST.MASC  sister.DAT flowers.ACC    
  ‘He sent his sister some flowers.’ 
 

                                                   
17 I should note that not all agentive verbs can take an IO. For instance, verbs like 
plakat’ ‘cry’ or begat’ ‘run’ cannot take a Benefactor/Malefactor argument in standard 
adult Russian. However, Soschen (2005), reports that it is possible in child Russian (i), 
which suggests that speakers must have access to High VAPPL.  
 (i) Ja    ne   tebe    plaču,    ja    mame     plaču.  
  I.NOM NEG you.DAT cry.PRS.1SG I.NOM mum.DATcry.PRS.1SG 

‘I’m not crying for you, I’m crying for my Mum.’  
                 [Soschen 2005: 2 (footnote)]          
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 b. * Sestra   byla       otpravlena    cvety. 
  sister.NOM AUX.PST.FEM sent.PTC.FEM  flowers.ACC  
  ‘His sister was sent some flowers (by him).’  

 
 c. Cvety     byli      otpravleny   sestre. 
  flowers.NOM AUX.PST.PL sent.PTC.PL  sister.DAT 
  ‘*The flowers were sent the sister.’ 

 
Thus we see that Russian contrasts with English in what concerns passivization of 
arguments in DOC. The ungrammaticality of English examples like (56b) is 
accounted for by Relativized Minimality. IO is assumed to be an intervener for 
agreement of DO with To. In Russian, on the other hand, no minimality effects are 
attested.  

McGinnis (2001) proposes that passivization of the lower argument 
depends on whether or not it can move to the edge of the VPAPPL. This movement 
makes both arguments equidistant from To and the initially higher IO is no longer 
an intervener. The author argues that only High VAPPL can provide an escape hatch 
for DO under passivization.      

Based on the facts provided above, I conclude that the Russian DOC 
involves High VAPPL, i.e. it has the structure shown (54a). 
 
2.2.4 Case checking 
The representation in (54a), repeated below for convenience, reflects the order in 
which the arguments of DOC in Russian enter the derivation. 
 
(58)  vP     

             v’                  
    S         VPAPPL            

                          vo                V’APPL              
     IO                                

            Vo
APPL       VP          

                        
                Vo          DO 
 
Now, we should make sure that this configuration can also ensure the appropriate 
case checking by the arguments. A DO in Russian is marked Accusative. An IO 
surfaces as Dative. I am aware of two types of approaches to case checking within 
DOC. In both of them it is assumed that the sources for objective cases in DOC are 
vo and Vo

APPL . 
 Collins (1997) and McGinnis (1998) argue that DO gets its case checked 
by Vo

APPL and IO receives its case from vo. Such a direction of checking allows for 
a maximally local relation.  

 In the previous section I repeatedly emphasized the similarity between IO 
and S in Russian. One can be tempted to extend the similarity further and conclude 
that the case features are checked in a similar way as well, namely by entering into 
Agree with a higher functional head: To in case of S, and vo in case of IO. This 
would imply, though, that an IO within DOCs in Russian has a structural case 
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(because vo is a structural-case checker). This would mean that an IO must exhibit 
properties which a DO displays in simple transitive constructions. However, this is 
a false expectation. IO in Russian does not carry a structural case. A hallmark 
property of the structural case is that it can change under various structural 
transformations. For instance, Accusative can turn into Nominative under 
passivization. In Russian, it can also become Genitive under negation (section 
1.1.4). Dative IOs are not subject to any of these case alternations, as was shown 
above.   

The proposal recently made by a number of researchers is that inherently 
marked IOs check their case against Vo

APPL rather than vo (Anagnostopoulou 2001, 
Lee-Schoenfeld 2006, McFadden 2006, McIntyre 2006). Thus To and vo are 
preserved as purely structural-case checking heads.  Woolford (2006) defines 
inherent case as that which is checked by a non-lexical verb and which is checked 
by the same head that also assigns a θ-role to the corresponding argument. By these 
criteria, Vo

APPL is the only possible licensor of case on IO: it is a functional head 
that introduces this argument.  

How does DO check its case? I assume that Accusative on a DO is 
checked against vo in simple transitive as well as in ditransitive constructions. This 
triggers a question – why does IO not block Agree between vo and DO? The answer 
to this question is rather obvious. If IO always gets its case feature checked against 
Vo

APPL , by the time vo enters the derivation IO turns inactive for the purposes of 
any further case checking. Therefore it does not count as an intervener. A more 
interesting question is why the case feature on Vo

APPL does not enter into checking 
with the DO which is already available in the derivation when Vo

APPL is introduced. 
If that happens IO would remain caseless given our assumptions about inherent 
case checking. To prevent Vo

APPL from exhausting its case-checking potential too 
early, I assume that it is simply not capable of checking a structural case at all. This 
particular property of VAPPL, I propose, reflects its selectional restrictions.  

Caha (2006, 2007) argues that a DP, when it enters the derivation, is 
dominated by a number of case projections (KPs) ordered according to the 
universal hierarchy shown in (59). 
 
(59)  Instrumental > Dative > Prepositional > Genitive > Accusative >  

Nominative.  
 
The higher in the hierarchy is the case the more structurally complex is a DP. Caha 
assumes that every DP is introduced with all its KPs and case checking is achieved 
by peeling-off the higher layers and spelling out the remaining part. For instance, a 
Nominative subject, on this account, results from stranding all the KPs in SpecvP, 
where the subject is introduced and moving just the KPNOM to SpecTP. I would like 
to follow Caha in what concerns the structural make-up of DPs (i.e. inclusion of 
KPs) and the correlation between the case and structural complexity/deficiency of a 
DP. However, I assume that a DP enters the derivation with just as much 
superstructure as necessary. For example, a dative DP would have KPDAT as its 
topmost layer, and an accusative nominal would be crowned with just KPACC , 
lacking all the other case specifications, as shown in (60).  
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(60) a. [KPDAT [ KPPREP [ KPGEN [ KPACC [ KPNOM [DP]]]]]]  
 
 b.  [ KPACC [ KPNOM [DP]]] 
 
A DO in the Russian DOC, I assume, has the internal structure as in (60b), which is 
considerably impoverished in comparison to the make-up of an IO (60a). Following 
Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) in this work, I take feature checking to be matching of 
similar features.  Suppose that Vo

APPL in Russian carries the [DDAT] feature. This 
means that only an argument with the structure as in (60a) would match the feature 
of the functional head. A DO, although present in the derivation and ready for 
feature matching, will be ignored by Vo

APPL because this functional head cannot 
agree with anything smaller than KPDAT. On this basis I argue that the case 
checking in Russian DOC proceeds as shown in (61)18. 
 
(61)  [vP vo [VPAPPL IO  [ Vo

APPL [VP  DO [ Vo ]]]]] 
       
      Dative 
   Accusative 
    
 
Case on both objects is checked in situ. For DO it implies long-distance Agree with 
the dedicated functional head. I think there are good reasons to believe that case-
checking does not require movement in Russian. This has been proposed for 
Nominative checking on the basis of, the so-called, inversion constructions, 
illustrated in (62), wherein the argument marked Nominative, which also triggers 
agreement on the verb, remains low in the structure.  
 
(62) a. Na nebe   sgustilis’    tuči. 
  on sky.LOC thicken.PST.PL  clouds.NOM 
  ‘There were a lot of clouds in the sky.’ 
 
 b. Mne  ne  nravitsja     tvoe  otnošenie. 
  I.DAT  NEG please.PRS.3SG your attitude.NOM  
  ‘I do not like your attitude.’ 
 
Long-distance agreement was also proposed for checking Accusative by Lavine 
and Freidin (2002), who state explicitly that Russian is not an object shift language 
and that “ACC Case on the direct internal argument is valued ‘long distance’ via 
Agree with φ-complete v” (2002: 260). I take this to be a correct assumption and 
propose the following motivation for it. 

First of all, the neutral order of objects is IO > DO. Provided that IO is 
case-licensed inside VPAPPL, where it is introduced, the most natural way to account 

                                                   
18 Another view is that Accusative is intimately linked to Aspect and thus is checked 
against Aspo (Kiparsky 1998, Svenonius 2002b, Kratzer 2004). I leave this possibility 
open. There are suggestions that Aspo does not participate in checking Accusative in 
Russian (McDonald 2006).   
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for the unmarked order of the arguments is to assume that DO does not leave its 
first-merge position for case reasons.  
 Another piece of evidence comes from the so-called predicate cleft 
construction, exemplified in (63).  
 
(63) Napisat’  stat’ju(-to)     ja    napisala.     
 write.INF article.ACC-(TO)  I.NOM write.PST.FEM  
 ‘As to writing the article, I DID write it.’ 
 
Predicate clefts are used in Russian to express contrastive topicalization of the 
event. We will discuss this construction in some detail later on in this thesis. For 
now, let us assume that it is derived by IS-driven vP movement (Abels 2001, Aboh 
and Dyakonova 2009). The most important thing for us here is the position of DO 
relative to the verb: it must precede the lower copy, if stranded (64a) but follow the 
higher one under fronting (64b vs. 63).   
 
(64) a. Napisat’(-to)   ja    stat’ju    napisala  (?? stat’ju).  
  write.INF-(TO)  I.NOM article.ACC write.PST.FEM     
    
 b. *Sta’ju   napisatj(-to)   ja    napisala.      
  article.ACC write.INF-(TO)  I.NOM write.PST.FEM.SG 
 
  ‘As to writing the article, I DID write it.’ 
 
The object is always case-marked inside the fronted vP. This means that the object 
does not need to move overtly to get case-marked. Otherwise, we would expect 
sequences like (64b) to be acceptable.  
  To sum up, I assume that case checking in Russian does not require overt 
movement, but is done via long-distance Agree. This implies that overt movement, 
when it is attested, is initiated by some other factors.    
 
2.3 Summary 
 
In the present chapter, I considered the question of what the launching positions of 
IS-driven movements are in Russian.  

First, I argued that, contrary to what is often assumed, the position of the 
verb in a neutral Russian sentence is best analyzed as being derived by movement 
to an aspectual projection dominating vP. This conclusion was drawn on the basis 
of the existing analyses of Russian aspectual prefixes. It was shown that the 
position of a verb relative to a low adverb, which is ADV > V, can be accounted for 
by allowing manner adverbs to attach to AspP hosting the verb.     

 Then we looked at the base positions of arguments. I argued that the order 
in which they are merged into the structure corresponds to S > IO > DO. S is 
introduced by vo, which dominates Vo

APPL introducing IO, which, in turn, dominates 
lexical VP containing DO. This analysis was shown to be superior to the one 
previously proposed by Bailyn (1995b).   
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CHAPTER 3  
WORD ORDER AND INFORMATION STRUCTURE IN RUSSIAN: THE 
DATA  
 
The myth about the Russian “free” word order has long been dispelled. Numerous 
studies on Russian have shown that its word order flexibility is constrained by IS. 
Consider the sentences in (1) and (2).   
 
(1) Vlad     uedet      v  fevrale. 
 Vlad.NOM  leave.FUT.3SG  in  February.LOC 
 ‘Vlad will leave in FEBRUARY.’ 
  
(2) V  fevrale     uedet      Vlad. 
 in  February.LOC  leave.FUT.3SG  Vlad.NOM  
 ‘In February VLAD will leave.’ 
 
The sentences in (1) and (2) do not render the same information and cannot be used 
interchangeably. (1) provides information about the time of Vlad’s departure, while 
(2) is coherent in the situation when either the identity of the person leaving or the 
upcoming February events are questioned (i.e. either Vlad is Focus by itself or a 
part of a wider sentential Focus).  
 A basic SVO sentence can undergo all six logically possible 
transformations, each having a different informational load, although sometimes 
the distinctions are very subtle. In the present chapter we will consider the possible 
structure-meaning pairings. This will form the empirical basis for the analysis to be 
developed later.    
 It is impossible to provide a fair description of word order-IS mapping in 
Russian without separating standard and colloquial language since the picture will 
differ slightly for these two registers. At the same time, there are some general 
tendencies that are observed in both Standard (SR) and Colloquial Russian (CR). In 
section 3.1 I start out with these general tendencies. And then, in section 3.2, I 
describe the peculiarities of CR. 
 
3.1 Some general rules of IS-based sentence structuring in Russian 
 
The word order in a Russian sentence usually corresponds to the universal pattern 
of information structuring, which can be represented as in (3). 
 
(3) IS Ordering Rule 
 Topic > (Discourse Neutral Material (DNM)) > Focus 
 
The main requirement is that the part of the sentence corresponding to the Topic 
precedes the one corresponding to the Focus, with DNM in between the two.  
 The rule in (3) is given in terms of pragmatic Topic and Focus. As 
discussed in chapter one, the mapping between pragmatic Topic and structural topic 
is often one-to-one. The same can be said about DNM. Thus the position of a topic 
exponent corresponds to that shown in (3), i.e. it occurs at the left edge of the 
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clause. Focus exponent in Russian is phonetically signalled by stress and occupies 
the sentence-final position. However due to the possibility to project, described 
earlier, the stressed constituent may be just a part of a bigger focal constituent.  

In chapter one, I assumed that discourse is thematically organized, which 
implies that a sentence obligatorily contains a Topic, either individual or 
situational. Based on the general IS schema shown in (3) and the requirement on 
thematic discourse organization, the default structuring of an SVO sentence 
corresponds to the one in which the subject is interpreted as the Topic, and either 
the rest of the sentence or just the object gets the Focus interpretation. Thus 
presented out of the context, the sentence in (4a) would, by default, be structured as 
in (4b). The tendency of subjects to get Topic interpretation is well-attested cross-
linguistically.  
 
(4) a. Maša  Orlova    polučila    novoe  naznačenie.  
  Masha  Orlova.NOM  get.PST.FEM new   appointment.ACC 
  ‘Masha Orlova got a new appointment.’  
 
 b. [Maša Orlova]Topic [polučila novoe naznačenie]Focus 
     
However, there are situations when the Basic Word Order Rule clashes with the IS 
rule given in (3). Such a situation arises when, for instance, the object of the 
sentence receives Topic reading, or if the subject is (included into) Focus. Russian, 
being a discourse-configurational language, resolves such clashes in favor of IS. As 
a result, some syntactic transformations can apply in order for the sentence to be 
structured in accordance with (3). On the descriptive level, I will distinguish two 
types of such transformations: O(bject)-preposing and S(ubject)-postposing. Note 
that pre- and postposing is established relative to the verb, since in the canonical 
case the subject precedes and the object follows the verbal predicate. Moreover, 
speaking about preposing and postposing, I mean displacement to any position in 
the corresponding area, not just immediately pre- or post-verbal.  
 
3.1.1 O-preposing: SOV, OSV, OVS. 
Under O-preposing I subsume constructions in which the object moves across the 
verb, namely SOV, OSV, and OVS. OVS exhibits a mixture of O-preposing and S-
postposing. Therefore it will be discussed under both rubrics. 

The unifying factor for all the structures with O-preposing is that the 
object is excluded from Focus. Focus in such sentences corresponds either to the 
verb alone, as in SOV (5), or to a bigger phrase including the verb, as in OVS (6).   
 
(5) (Context: What did your parents do to the old car?)   
 Oni    ee    [prodali]Focus . 
 they.NOM it.ACC sell.PST.PL 
 ‘They sold it.’  
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(6) (Context: Where is the book that was on my table?) 
 Ee    [zabral        Anton]Focus.  
 it.ACC  take.away.PST.MASC Anton.NOM 
 ‘Anton took it.’ 
 
The exact position of the preposed object depends on whether it is a topic or 
included into DNM. However, as noted by Yokoyama (1986) sometimes the 
accessibility status of the preverbal constituents intervenes. For example, when the 
topic and DNM both denote equally accessible discourse referents, e.g. both 
expressed by a pronoun, the sentence can be ordered on the basis of the Word 
Order Rule, and not on the basis of the IS hierarchy shown in (3). For instance, in 
(7) Petrov is clearly the discourse topic. However, preposing the object pronoun 
referring to this individual to the canonical topic position, i.e. sentence-iitial, 
produces an infelicitous result.  
 
(7) (Context: Where is Petrov?) 
 (#Ego)  ja    ego   poslala     v  magazin.19 
 he.ACC I.NOM he.ACC send.PST.FEM  to  shop.ACC 
 ‘I sent him to the shop.’ 
 
In fact, when the subject refers to the speaker it usually precedes the object, even if 
the latter is felt to be the topic, unless the topic is made contrastive, as in (8), where 
the contrastive constituents are indicated by italics.     
 
(8) (Context: Where are the Petrovs?) 
 
 a. Ego   ja    poslala     v  magazin, a   ona    
  he.ACC I.NOM send.PST.FEM  to  shop.ACC and  she.NOM    
  segodnja  na bol’ničnom.  
  today   on sick.leave.LOC 
  
 b. # Ja   ego   poslala     v  magazin, a   ona  
  I.NOM he.ACC send.PST.FEM  to  shop.ACC and  she.NOM    
  segodnja  na bol’ničnom.  
  today   on sick.leave.LOC 
 
  ‘Him I sent to the shop, and she is on a sick leave today.’ 
 
The only difference between (7) and (8) is the presence of Contrast in the latter. In 
this case, despite the referential status of the subject, the canonical Topic > DNM 
ordering is observed. In order to account for sentences like (7), where the IS-based 
word order rule is seemingly violated, I follow Erteschik-Shir (2007) and assume 
that the file card for the speaker (and the hearer) is created automatically from the 
very beginning of the discourse. In a situation when there is a choice between 

                                                   
19 Hereinafter the symbol ‘#’ is used to indicate that the example is not ungrammatical 
but rather infelicitous in the given context.     
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making the 1SG pronoun or another pronoun the topic, the 1SG wins. This is what 
happens in (7), i.e. ego ‘him’ does not qualify as the topic even in the context of the 
given question. In order to regain its topic status it requires some additional 
emphasis, as in (8).    

When the subject is lower on the accessibility scale than the object topic, 
the ordering Topic > DNM is preserved, as illustrated in (9). 
 
(9) (Context: Why is Petrov so gloomy?) 
 Ego   žena (?? ego) vygnala      iz   doma. 
 he.ACC wife.NOM   kick.out.PST.FEM from house.GEN 
 ‘His wife kicked him out of the house.’  
 
Although the subject in (9) is not a brand-new entity and is anchored to the topic, it 
is lower on the accessibility hierarchy (Prince 1981). 

In (9) the object is a topic and as such it occupies the clause-initial 
position. (10) gives an example of the object being moved to the middle field due to 
its DNM status. 
 
(10) (Context: How did Petrov’s wife react when she found out about about his 

affair?) 
 Ona    ego   vygnala      iz   doma. 
 she.NOM he.ACC kick.out.PST.FEM from house.GEN 
 ‘She kicked him out of the house.’  
 
Note that O-preposing is obligatory only when the verb is included into the Focus. 
If the verb forms part of DNM, the object can but does not have to change its 
position, as shown in (11) where the focal part is given in bold face. 
 
(11) a. (Context: What did you give Olga for her birthday?) 
 Ja    ej     podarila  (ej)  [šarf]Focus. 
 I.NOM she.DAT give.PST.FEM  scarf.A  
 ‘I gave her a SCARF.’ 
 
 b. (Context: Who did you give that beautiful scarf to?)  
 Ja    ego    podarila  (ego) [Ol’ge]Focus. 
 I.NOM  he.ACC  give.PST.FEM  Olga.DAT  
 ‘I gave it to OLGA.’ 
 
To sum up, O-preposing is employed in order to evacuate the object from the Focus 
field. Object scrambling as a way to escape from the focal domain is a universal 
phenomenon (Drubig 2003, Lambrecht 2001, Holmberg and Nikanne 2002). 
Depending on its IS status, either as Topic or DNM, the object in Russian moves 
either to the middle-field or to the sentence-initial position. 
 
3.1.2 S-postposing 
In the unmarked case, the subject in Russian precedes the verb, mainly due to the 
fact that it is often the topic, or at least DNM.  S-postposing is employed when the 
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subject has to be included into Focus. The patterns we obtain in this case are 
(O)VS, VOS, and VSO. Let us discuss them one by one.   
  
3.1.2.1 (O)VS  
The (O)VS order is used under two circumstances: either the subject is narrowly 
focused (12), or it is properly included into the Focus (13-14). In either case it 
carries the main stress, i.e. functions as the focus exponent, which I indicate by 
bold face in the examples. Usually Focus projection proceeds from the object 
position. The sentences in (13) and (14) show that subject can also spread Focus. 
(13) is an example of the so-called thetic statement, in which the whole sentence 
corresponds to Focus. In (14) the subject forms an IS constituent with the verb, 
leaving the object outside of the Focus domain.     
 
(12) (Context: Who broke the window?) 
 Okno     razbil       [Vladik]Focus. 
 window.ACC  break.PST.MASC Vladik.NOM 
 ‘It was Vladik who broke the window.’  
  
(13) (Context: Finally winter came.)  
 [Pošel     melkij  snežok]Focus. 
 go.PST.MASC thin   snow.NOM 
      ‘It started snowing (with thin snow).’ 
 
(14) (What happened to the picture collection?) 
 Odnu kartinu   [priobrel     chastnyj    kollekcioner]Focus 
 one  picture.ACC buy.PST.MASC private.NOM  collector.NOM 
 a  ostaljnye [ekspropriirovali   bol’ševiki]Focus.     
 and rest.ACC expropriate.PST.PL  Bolsheviks.NOM  

‘One of the pictures a private collector bought, and the rest the Bolsheviks 
expropriated.’ 

 
Verb-initial sentences like (13) are highly constrained in Russian. They are 
restricted to intransitive verbs. This is an unmarked order for natural phenomena 
constructions (15) and for sentences with verbs that denote an event typical of the 
subject entity (16) (Robblee 1994). In other words, it is an unmarked structure for 
thetics containing unaccusative verbs.   
 
(15) [Nastupila       vesna]Focus. 
 become.PST.FEM  spring.NOM 
 ‘Spring has come.’ 
 
(16) [Zazvonil    telefon]Focus. 
 ring.PST.MASC telephone.NOM 
 ‘The telephone rang.’ 
 
However, this VS inversion is not limited to unaccusatives and can also occur with 
agentive verbs, as shown in (17). 
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(17) a. (Context: I woke up in the middle of the night.) 
  [Plakala    ženščina]Focus. 
  cry. PST.FEM woman.NOM 
  ‘A woman cried.’  

 
 b. (Context: Did anybody call me while I was away?) 
  Da. Zvonila     [Ženja]Focus. 
  yes phone.PST.FEM Zhenya.NOM 
  ‘Yes, ZHENYA phoned.’ 
 
The VS inversion shown in (15-17) is constrained in such a way that if there 
appears another constituent, it must necessarily precede the verb. This concerns 
both thetics (18) and sentences with a narrowly-focused subject (19). 
 
(18) a. *[Nastupit       čerez dva mesjaca    vesna]Focus. 
   become.FUT.3SG  in   two months.GEN  spring.NOM 

 
 b. Čerez dva mesjaca     [nastupit      vesna]Focus  
  in   two months.GEN  become.FUT.3S spring.NOM 
 
  ‘In two months the spring has come.’ 
 
(19) (Context: Did anybody call me while I was away?) 
  
 a. *Zvonila    v  pjat’ [Ženja]Focus. 
  phone.PST.FEM at  five  Zhenya.NOM 

 
 b. V  pjat’ zvonila      [Ženja]Focus. 
  at  five   phone.PST.FEM  Zhenya.NOM 
 
   ‘Yes, ZHENYA phoned at five.’ 
 
I exclude the adverbial modifier in (18) from the Focus domain and for the moment 
I treat it as a situational Topic. This view will be revised when we discuss the 
syntax of Topicalization in chapter five (section 5.2.2.1).   

The subject of a transitive verb can also undergo inversion, but in this case 
the object must be preposed so that we have a subject-object switch, giving rise to 
an OVS sequence. The object in this case unambiguously gets a Topic 
interpretation. This fact, once again, confirms the assumption concerning the 
obligatorily thematic organization of the discourse. Namely, if there is an element 
in the sentence which can fulfill the Topic function, be it an argument or an 
adjunct, it has to front.     
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(20) (Context: Who broke the window?) 
 Okno     razbil  (#okno)  [Vladik]Focus. 
 window.ACC  break.PST.MASC Vladik.NOM 
 ‘It was Vladik who broke the window.’ 
 
Note that (20) can also be a licit answer to a question like What happened to the 
window?, i.e. if Focus includes both the verb and the subject.  

More constrained is the use of S-postposing with di-transitive predicates. 
In these constructions, S-postposing is permitted, and is, in fact, obligatory, only if 
the subject is narrowly focused, as in (21).  
 
(21) (Context: Who gave you this CD?)  
 Etot CD    mne   dala  (mne)   [Ljuba]Focus. 
 this CD.ACC I.DAT  give.PST.FEM  Lyuba.NOM 
 ‘LYUBA gave me this CD.’ 
 
In this case, one of the internal arguments will be a topic and must obligatorily 
front. The other one, being included into DNM, can optionally stay postverbally.  

If the subject of a di-transitive verb forms part of a wide Focus, S-
postposing is prohibited.  
 
(22) a. (Context: What are the children doing?) 
  Im    [mama    čitaet  (*mama) skazku]Foc. 
  they.DAT mother.NOM read.PRS.3SG   tale.ACC 
  ‘Their mother is reading a tale to them.’ 
 
 b. Sobranye sredstva  [administracija     otdala      
  collected means.ACC administration.NOM give.away.PST.FEM    
  (*administracija) mnogodetnym sem’jam]Foc.  
          many.children families.DAT 

‘The authorities gave away the collected money to the families with 
many children.’ 

 
In (22a) as well as in (22b) the subject constitutes a part of a bigger Focus. Both 
sentences contain a Topic: in (22a) it corresponds to the indirect, and in (22b) to the 
direct object. Nevertheless the subject in these sentences must occur preverbally, 
otherwise the sentences are unacceptable.     

Quite expectedly, thetics with transitive verbs cannot be formed by S-
postposing either. They are structured according to the basic word order rule, i.e. S 
> V (> IO) > DO (section 1.1.1) (23). 

 
(23) (Context: Guess what!) 
 a. [Kakoj-to pridurok   protknul      mne   šiny]Focus. 
  some   idiot.NOM  pierce.PST.MASC  I.DAT  tires.ACC. 
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b. *[Protknul     kakoj-to pridurok   mne   šiny]Focus. 
 pierce.PST.MASC some  idiot.NOM  I.DAT  tires.ACC. 
 
 ‘Some idiot broke my tires.’   
 
As we see above, S-postposing is conditioned by the argument structure of the 
verb. Table 1 summarizes the discussion held in this section.  
 
Table 1 VS inversion possibilities in Russian 
Predicate type Unaccusative Unergative Transitive Di-transitive 
VS possibility Ok Ok Ok in OVS Ok only if S is 

narrowly focused in 
O1 VO2 S 

 
3.1.2.2 VOS 
The VOS construction, although possible, is quite rare. With respect to the Topic-
Comment structure it is similar to the predicate cleft illustrated above and repeated 
in (25): the fronted verb phrase in VOS (as well as in a predicate cleft) functions as 
a contrastive topic. For instance, in (24) taking the mug is contrasted to using it as 
an ashtray.     
 
(24) (Context: You see that somebody used your mug as an ashtray. Infuriated 

you ask - Who the hell took my mug? You get the following reply.) 
 [Brala     kružku]Topic [ja]Focus, no tol’ko čtoby   popit’ 
 take.PST.FEM mug.ACC  I.NOM but only  that.SUBJ drink.INF        

čaj. 
 tea.ACC 
 ‘As to taking the mug, I did it, but only to have some tea (from it).’  
 
(25) [Napisat’  stat’ju(-to)]Topic   ja    napisala.    
 write.INF article.ACC-(TO)  I.NOM write.PST.FEM  
 ‘As to writing the article, I DID write it.’ 
 
There is a structural difference: in (24) the verb within the fronted phrase is finite, 
while in a predicate cleft (25) it is an infinitive. As a result, in (25) the infinitive is 
doubled by the finite verb clause-internally. There is also a difference with regard 
to Focus-Background structure. Namely, in VOS Focus corresponds to the subject. 
In a predicate cleft, Focus is always on the polarity, that is why I do not put the 
focus exponent in (25) into the brackets indicating Focus.   
 
3.1.2.3 VS(O): Narrative Inversion 
The VSO construction presents an apparent violation to the constraint that bans S-
postposing in transitive thetics, as discussed in 3.1.2.1. This construction is often 
referred to as Narrative (or Epic) Inversion. It is illustrated in (26) below. 
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(26) (Context: beginning of an anecdote) 
 [Pojmal      kak-to raz  mužik   zolotuju  rybku]Focus.  
 catch.PST.MASC  one  time  man.NOM golden  fish.ACC 
 ‘Once upon a time a man caught a golden fish.’ 
 
As the name suggests, it occurs only in narrative/epical contexts, such as fairy-tales 
and anecdotes. Although it is functionally equal to thetics, in that the whole 
sentence is focal, its usage is restricted to a special register and it cannot freely 
alternate with canonical (transitive) thetics discussed above. The two differ not only 
in terms of style but also with respect to their phonological properties. In normal 
thetics the usual downgrading intonation is observed. Narrative Inversion 
constructions are characterized by the, so-called, framing intonation (Kovtunova 
1976), whereby there is a double accentuation in the sentence: the first accent 
occurs on the fronted verb and the second on the last word of the sentence.  

Narrative Inversion can also be observed with intransitive verbs. Recall 
from 3.1.2.1 that in intransitive thetics an adverbial modifier must be preposed. 
Under Narrative Inversion the modifier stays postverbally, inducing VAdvS order. 
Compare (27a), which is an example of a canonical thetic, with (27b), an example 
of Narrative Inversion.  
 
(27) a. Nad  hutorom   [plastalsja     kizyačnyj dym]Focus. 
  over  farm.INST  float.PST.MASC  manure  smoke.NOM 

 
 b. [Plastalsja    nad  hutorom   kizyačnyj dym]Focus  
  float.PST.MASC over  farm.INST  manure  smoke.NOM 
 
  ‘Manure smoke (i.e. from burning manure) was floating over the farm.’  
                       [Kovtunova 1976: 121] 
 
Given what we said earlier about the function of a preposed modifier in thetics, the 
main difference between a canonical thetic and a Narrative Inversion construction 
is that in the latter the adverbial is not promoted to the role of the situational Topic.  
 
3.1.3 Summary of structure-IS pairings  
Word order variation in Russian is a formal means to encode Topic and Focus and 
to structurally reflect the IS of a sentence. According to the IS ordering rule, Topic 
precedes the DNM which in turn precedes Focus.  In structural terms, it means that 
topic occurs at the left and focus at the right edge of the clause. In the present 
chapter I provided a description of what the IS of different word order sequences 
can be. The description is necessarily not exhaustive. I concentrated mainly on 
sentences with obligatory constituents, i.e. S, V, O, and IO. I will not discuss 
adjuncts, unless their distribution is relevant for the ongoing discussion.          

The summary of structure-meaning correlations is given in table 2. The 
table gives the articulation into Topic and Focus. The elements which are given in 
italics and are not included into either bracketed IS constituent represent DNM. 
Note that the only IS constituent which is obligatorily present is Focus. Topic and 
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DNM are not always expressed. The table includes all the possible IS articulations 
for a certain type of structure.  
   
Table 2. Correlation between the word order and IS articulation in Russian 

Structure IS composition 
S V O [S]Topic  V [O]Focus 
 [S]Topic   [V O]Focus 
  [S V O]Focus 
S V IO DO [S]Topic  V IO [O]Focus 
 [S]Topic   [V IO DO]Focus 
 [S V IO DO]Focus 
S V DO IO [S]Topic  V DO [IO]Focus 
S O V [S]Topic   O [V]Focus 
(O/Avd) V S [O/Adv]Topic  V [S]Focus 
 [O/Adv]Topic  [V S]Focus 
O1 V O2 S [O1]Topic  V O2 [S]Focus 
V O S [V O]Topic   [S]Focus 
V S O  [V S O]Focus 

 
These are the general rules of IS-based sentence structuring. They are operative in 
SR as well as in CR. However the latter exhibits some peculiarities that are 
described in the following section.    
 
3.2 Some peculiarities of word order in Colloquial Russian  
 
The major difference between CR and SR is that focus in CR is not restricted to the 
clause-final position. Some researchers argue that in CR focus is, as a rule, 
preposed (Krylova and Khavronina 1986, Yokoyama 1986). The preposing can be 
either to the middle field, or to the left periphery of the clause. In my description, I 
take the subject to mark the border between the middle field and the clausal 
periphery, such that everything to the left of the canonical preverbal subject 
occupies a peripheral position. Focus preposing is illustrated in (28). 
 
(28) (Context: What did his parents give Nikita for his birthday?)   
  
 a. Oni     emu   ščenka   podarili.     
  they.NOM  he.DAT puppy.ACC give.PST.PL 
  
 b. Oni     ščenka   emu   podarili.     
  they.NOM  puppy.ACC he.DAT give.PST.PL  
  
 c. Ščenka   oni     emu   podarili.     
  puppy.ACC they.NOM  he.DAT give.PST.PL    
   
  ‘They gave him a PUPPY.’ 
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As can be observed from (28a-28b) the position of the preposed focus inside the 
middle field is quite free relative to DNM.  

A fronted focus is traditionally assumed to express narrow contrastive 
Focus (King 1995, Junghanns and Zybatow 1997, Sekerina 1997, among others). 
Since it can occupy any of the preverbal positions, as shown in the example above, 
it is often assumed that this type of Focus is freely assigned in Russian to any 
constituent irrespective of its position (in situ or moved) (Junghanns and Zybatow 
1997, Zybatow 1997, Sekerina 1997, van Gelderen 2003).  
 In order to find out what lies behind the freedom of focus position in CR I 
address two questions in this section. First - is it true that a moved focus is always 
narrow, i.e. a moved focus = Focus? And second – is it true that a fronted focus 
requires an additional interpretive load, such as being contrastive or exhaustive? 
 
3.2.1 Tests for distinguishing different types of Focus: narrow versus wide, New 

Information versus Contrastive/Exhaustive 
First of all, let us establish a number of tests that can help us to answer the 
questions concerning the properties of preposed focus in CR. 
 The traditional way to distinguish narrow from wide Focus is by applying 
a Question-Answer Congruence test. It is a fairly standard view that the part of the 
sentence questioned in a wh-question corresponds to the Focus in the answer. Thus 
a question in (29a) requires a narrow Focus which in this case coincides with the 
object, (29b) triggers a wider Focus, corresponding to the verb phrase, and (29c) 
needs the widest sentential Focus in the answer.  
 
(29) Pinocchio is kissing the FAIRY.  
 (a) Who is Pinocchio kissing? 
 (b) What is Pinocchio doing now? 
 (c) What is illustrated in this picture? 
 
If it is true that preposed focus in Russian is narrow, we would expect that it is not 
possible to answer questions of the type (29b-c) with a sentence containing a 
preposed focus.  

Another test I am going to use for distinguishing narrow from wide Focus 
is the association-with-only test. It was proposed that certain adverbs are inherently 
Focus oriented in that they only scope over the focal part of the sentence (Rooth 
1996, Krifka 1992, among others). It is known that scope relations in discourse 
configurational languages tend to be preserved at the surface (Kiss 1995, Progovac 
2005). Russian is not an exception in this respect (Ionin 2001). In Russian, focus 
sensitive operators, such as tol’ko ‘only’ and daže ‘even’, tend to linearly precede 
the element they scope over. Thus the English sentence in (30) is ambiguous 
between the reading in which only scopes solely over wine (30a) and another one 
wherein only scopes over the entire verb phrase (30b).  In order to express the same 
meanings in Russian the operator only is placed immediately preceding either the 
object (31a) or the verb phrase (31b), depending on its scope. Narrow scope 
reading of only in (31b) is not unanimously accepted, to the extent that some 
speakers consistently reject it.  
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(30) Charley only buys WINE in the supermarket.  
 a. He does not buy anything else in the supermarket. 
 b. And he does not do anything else in terms of household duties. 
 
(31) a. Čarli             pokupet    v  supermarkete    tol’ko  
   Charley.NOM buy.PRS.3SG  in  supermarket.LOC  only 
   vino. 
  wine.ACC. 
    =He does not buy anything else in the supermarket. 
    ≠ And he does not do anything else in terms of household duties. 
  
 b. Čarli             tol’ko  pokupet    v supermarkete    vino. 
  Charley.NOM  only  buy.PRS.3SG in supermarket.LOC wine.ACC   
    = And he does not do anything else in terms of household duties. 
    = (??) He does not buy anything else in the supermarket.  
  
If movement of focus in CR blocks focus projection, the prediction is that in cases 
of toljko/daže modification, the scope of the operator must be limited to the fronted 
constituent.     
 There is by now a long-standing tradition of associating ex-situ focus with 
special semantic effects, such as contrast and/or exhaustivity (Tsimply 1995, 
Vilkuna 1995, King 1995, Rizzi 1997, Kiss 1998, Frascarelli 2000, Drubig 2003, 
Abels and Muriungi 2006, among others). There exist many tests envisaged to 
differentiate between New Information (NIF) versus Contrastive/Exhaustive Focus 
(CF) (Kiss 1998, Costa 1998, Abels and Muriungi 2006). It should be noted that 
most of the proposed tests are envisaged to educe exhaustivity rather than 
contrastiveness. This might be due to the fact that the distinction between the two 
semantic features is not very sharp. For instance, in her seminal paper Kiss (1998) 
states that “the identificational20 foci of different languages are specified for the 
positive value of either or both of the features [± exhaustive] and [± contrastive].” 
(Kiss 1998: 267). At the same time, in her definition of identificational Focus, Kiss 
explicitly introduces an exhaustivity requirement: “An identificational focus 
represents a subset of the set of contextually or situationally given elements for 
which the predicate phrase can potentially hold; it is identified as the exhaustive 
subset of this set for which the predicate phrase actually holds.” (Kiss 1998: 
245).21 Similarly, Umbach (2004) defines CF in the following way “a contrastive 
focus combines contrast in the sense of similarity and dissimilarity and, in addition, 
contrast due to exclusion.” (Umbach 2004: 166). Thus it seems that exhaustivity is 
indispensable with respect to CF. 
 Therefore in the description of semantic properties of preposed focus in 
CR, I will use exhaustive identification tests as well. In particular, I will resort to 
the Negation Test (Kiss 1998, Costa 1998) and distributional test (Kiss 1998).  
 The Negation Test is envisaged to show that when exhaustivity is 
accommodated, negation can scope only over the Exhaustivity Operator, with 

                                                   
20 The author’s cover term for Contrastive and Exhaustive Focus.  
21 Emphases in the citations are mine. 
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lexical material being unaffected by it. For instance, the English sentence (32a) 
with an overt operator only can be felicitously corrected with (32b), where what is 
negated is not the type of drink, but the fact that it was the only type of drink 
consumed. 
 
(32) a. During the festival Martin only drank gin and tonic. 
 b. No, he also drank some vodka. 
 
Another variant of the Negation Test involves negation in coordinated structures. In 
the presence of the Exhaustivity Operator, using the same lexical item within the 
negation and within the assertion does not result in a contradiction. For instance, in 
(33) the contrast is between the size of the set of invited people rather than between 
the individuals themselves. This makes it possible to refer to the same individual 
simultaneously in the negated and the assertive part of the sentence.      
 
(33) I will not invite Sandra and Lydia, but only Lydia.  
 
The prediction of these tests for CR is that if preposed focus expresses exhaustivity, 
Russian counterparts of (32-33) should be acceptable, without an overt exhaustivity 
operator.  
 Moreover exhaustive Focus is incompatible with universal and existential 
quantifiers and NPIs, since the latter are group-denoting and thus fail to express 
“exclusion by identification” (Kiss 1998: 252). If a preposed focus in CR is 
exhaustive, it should be subject to the same distributional constraint.  

To test contrastive possibilities of Focus is a more difficult task. Bolinger 
(1972) suggests that Focus as such is contrastive to a certain degree due to the 
Gricean maxim of quantity. For instance, Russian speakers, when asked to decide 
on the meaning of a sentence like (34), pair it not  only with (34a), which is the 
expected meaning of a NIF, but also with contrastive (34b) and/or exhaustive (34c) 
readings; despite the fact that it is a sentence with the canonical clause-final focus.  
 
(34) Mama     zvonila     v  pjatnicu. 
 mother.NOM  phone.PST.FEM  on Friday.ACC 
 ‘The mother phoned on Friday.’  
  a. Friday is one of the days when she phoned. 
  b. She phoned on Friday, not on Monday. 
  c. Friday was the only day when she phoned.   
 
However, it is true that different contexts favor or disfavor contrastive implicature. 
Thus Rodionova (2001), discussing focus possibilities in Russian, makes the 
distinction between wh- and yes/no-question contexts.  
 
(35) a. Where are you going tonight? – We are going to the theatre. 
 b. Are you going anywhere tonight? – We are going to the theatre.  
 
A wh-question (35a) triggers the accommodation of a set of alternatives, which in 
this example comprises possible places. Thus answering (35a) involves choosing 
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one of the possible alternatives as the actual one. A yes/no-question does not trigger 
accommodation of the same set, i.e. the set of possible places. Asking a question 
like (35b) does not presuppose the truth of the proposition I am going to X, as does 
(35a). Therefore it can be argued that the exchange in (35b) differs from the 
exchange in (35a) in that the latter but not the former gives rise to the contrastive 
presupposition that no other places are planned to be visited. I will use this yes/no-
question test in order to distinguish CF from NIF. 

Below I give the list of the tests that will be applied to the Russian data in 
order to discover projection possibilities and semantic/pragmatic properties of 
preposed focus in CR. 
 
Projection possibilities tests:  - Question/Answer Congruence 
           - Association with Focus (only, even) 
 
Exhaustive Identification:   - Negation Test  
           - Distributional Test (* Q, *NPI) 
 
Contrast Identification:    - Question Test (yes/no- vs. wh-)   
    
3.2.1.1 Projection possibilities of the preposed focus in CR  
We have said that a preposed focus can occur in two sites: in the middle field and 
in the left periphery. The described tests will be applied to focus in both domains.  
 Consider (36-37). As indicated by the context in (36) and the list of 
possible questions in (37), middle-field focus does not necessarily encode narrow 
Focus. In fact, these sentences have exactly the same Focus projecting possibilities 
as their canonical counterparts, i.e. sentences with clause-final focus.     
  
(36) (Context: Listen! Come over to my place tonight!)  
 Vincai  pop’em ti, kinoškui posmotrim ti. 
 wine.ACC drink.FUT.1PL film.ACC watch.FUT.1PL  
 ‘We will have some wine, watch a movie.’                 
 
(37) (Context: you receive a phone call from your son’s school.) 
 Vaš mal’čik  [kabinet     himii]i     raznes  ti. 
 your boy.NOM classroom.ACC chemistry.GEN  blow.up.PST.MASC 
        ‘Your boy blew up the chemistry classroom.’ 
     a. What did our son blew up? 
     b. What did our son do? 
     c. What happened?    
 
The same result is obtained with Association-with-Focus test. As indicated by the 
possible continuations, (38) is ambiguous between a narrow object (38a) and a 
wide VP Focus (38b).  
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(38) a. Ja    včera   tol’ko produktyi kupila  ti,   a  pro 
  I.NOM yesterday only  food.ACC buy.PST.FEM but about 
  salfetki  zabyla.    
  napkins.ACC forget.PST.FEM  
          ‘I only bought [food]Foc yesterday, but I forgot about [napkins]Foc.’ 
 
 b. Ja    včera   tol’ko produktyi kupila ti,    a  ubrat’sja 
  I.NOM yesterday  only  food.ACC buy.PST.FEM but clean.up.INF     
  ne  uspela.    
  NEG have.time.PST.FEM  

‘I only [bought food]Foc yesterday, but I [did not have time to clean 
up]Foc.’ 

 
If we apply the same tests to sentences with left-peripheral focus, we get the 
following results. Question-Answer Congruence test (39) reveals that the widest 
propositional reading is excluded in this case. This is further supported by the 
infelicity of (40c). But, importantly, a focus in the peripheral position can encode a 
wide VP Focus. Thus the felicity of the question in (39b). This is different from 
what has been traditionally assumed.  
      
(39) (Context: you receive a phone call from your son’s school.) 
  [Kabinet     himii]i    vaš  mal’čik    raznes  ti. 
 classroom.ACC  chemistry.GEN your boy.NOM blow.up.PST.MASC 
 ‘Your boy blew up the chemistry classroom.’  
   a. What did my son blew up? 
   b. What did my son do this time?  
   c. # What happened? 

 
(40) (Context: Guess what!) 
 a. Ja    ušla       s   raboty. 
  I.NOM leave.PST.FEM from job.GEN 
  
 b. Ja    [s   raboty]i  ušla  ti.   
  I.NOM from job.GEN  leave.PST.FEM  
 
 c. #[S  raboty]I  ja    ušla  ti.   . 
  from job.GEN  I.NOM leave.PST.FEM  
   
  ‘I quit my job.’ 
 
That Focus projection up to the VP level is possible under preposing to the left 
periphery is further supported by the Association-with-Focus test applied in (41).  
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(41) a. Daže oknai     ona    mne  v etot raz  pomyla    ti,  
  even windows.ACC she.NOM I.DAT in this  time wash.PST.FEM   
  ne  toljko poly.     
  NEG only  floors.ACC 
  ‘She even washed my windows this time, not only the floor.’ 
  
 b. Daže oknai     ona    mne  v etot raz  pomyla   ti,    
  even windows.ACC she.NOM I.DAT in this time  wash.PST.FEM     
  ne  toljko musor     vynesla.    
  NEG only  garbage.ACC  take.away.PST.FEM 

‘She even washed my windows this time, and not only took the 
garbage.’ 

 
To sum up, neither middle-field nor left-peripheral focus blocks Focus projection. 
The difference between the two is manifested with respect to the scope of Focus. 
Middle-field focus exhibits exactly the same projection possibilities as clause-final 
focus (narrow, VP, or sentential). Left-peripheral does not allow for the widest 
sentential Focus interpretation, but nevertheless can express VP Focus.  
 
3.2.1.2 Semantic effects of focus preposing in CR 
In this subsection we will test the interpretation of focus in different positions. Let 
us start with the middle-field preposing. The exhaustive identification tests in (42) 
and (43) show that there is a considerable speaker-variation with respect to the 
interpretation. Some speakers allow for both exhaustive (42a, 43) and non-
exhaustive (42b) reading. Others consider only the continuation in (42b) to be 
felicitous and consistently reject (43).   
 
(42) Petrovy    letom     [v  Pragu]i   poedut  ti. 
 Petrovs.NOM  summer.INST to  PragueACC go.FUT.3PL  
 ‘The Petrovs are going to Prague in summer.’ 

 
 a. % Net! Oni    ešče  v Venu     planirovali.     
  No  they.NOM  also  to Vienna.ACC  plan.PST.PL  
  ‘No, they also planned to go to Vienna.’ 
  
 b. A  takže v Venu. 
  and also  to Vienna.ACC 
   ‘And also to Vienna.’ 
 
(43) % On   mne   ne  kol’coi  kupil  ti,    a  kol’co 
 he.NOM  I.DAT  NEG ring.ACC buy.PST.MASC but ring.ACC    
 i ser’gi. 
 and earrings.ACC  
 ‘He bought me not only a ring, but a ring and earrings.’ 
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The possibility of non-exhaustive interpretation is supported by both groups of 
speakers, which allows me to conclude that the middle-field focus is not licensed 
by exhaustivity.    
 Applied to the left-peripheral focus, the test gives the same results. While 
non-exhaustive continuation in (44b) is unanimously accepted by all speakers, 
exhaustive implicature is recognized only by some of them. The latter group judges 
(44a) and (45) to be possible.    
  
 (44) Petrovai   načal’stvo     v komandirovku   poslalo  ti. 
 Petrov.ACC management.NOM to  business.trip.ACC send.PST.NEUT 
 ‘The management sent Petrov on business trip.’ 
 
  a. % Nepravda! Ešče i  Sokolova. 
    no.true   also  and Sokolov.ACC 
                ‘That’s not true! They also sent Sokolov.’ 
 
  b. I  Sokolova   tože. 
   and Sokolov.ACC too 
   ‘And Sokolov too.’ 
 
(45) % Ne jubkui  mne   mama     sšila ti,     a  jubku  
 NEG skirt.ACC I.DAT  mother.NOM sew.PST.FEM but skirt.ACC   
 i bluzku. 
 and blouse.ACC 
 ‘My mother sewed me not just a skirt, but a skirt and a blouse.’ 
 
Even more illustrative in this respect is the distributional test. Recall that, according 
to Kiss (1998), quantifiers cannot express exhaustive Focus and therefore cannot 
occur in the positions dedicated to this type of focus. As illustrated in (46), these 
types of constituents are unproblematic in the preposed, especially in the left-
peripheral, position in CR.  
 
(46) a. Ničego    ja    emu   ne  govorila.  
  nothing.ACC  I.NOM he.DAT NEG tell.PST.FEM  
  ‘I told him NOTHING.’ 
 
 b. Vse       ja    ej     ob”jasnila. 
  everything.ACC I.NOM she.DAT explain.PST.FEM 
  ‘I explained EVERYTHING to her.’ 
 
I do not consider the middle-field position because this is the unmarked option for 
these elements (see section 1.1).  

The data in (42-46) indicate that a preposed focus is not necessarily 
associated with an exhaustive implicature. Exhaustive reading is obligatory only 
with the overt exhaustivity operator, e.g. tol’ko ‘only’. If tol’ko is used in the 
examples above the grammatically judgments change accordingly for all speakers.  
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The yes/no-question test, envisaged to distinguish contrastive from non-
contrastive Focus was first used in Rodionova (2001), who argues that sentences 
with preposed focus in Russian do not make good answers to yes/no-questions, but 
can be used as an answer to a wh-question, as shown in (47-48).  
 
(47) (Context: What did Jacob bring?)  
 Posylku   Jakov  (posylku) prines (posylku).  
 parcel.ACC Jacob.NOM    bring.PST.MASC 
            ‘Jacob brought a PARCEL.’   
 
(48) (Context: Did Jacob bring anything?)  
 (? Posylku) Jakov (? posylku) prines  posylku.  
 parcel.ACC Jacob.NOM   bring.PST.MASC         
            ‘Jacob brought a PARCEL.’   
          
My own pilot study showed that when speakers allow for cases like (48) with focus 
preposing, they tend to accommodate da ‘yes’ or net ‘no’ prior to answering the 
question. Thus answers to yes/no-questions with preposed focus can be analyzed as 
being mediated by an (implied) polarity particle, i.e. yes/no. This means that when 
a speaker answers a yes/no-question using a sentence with the preposed focus (48), 
(s)he is actually providing an answer to an implied wh-question. Therefore a 
preposed focus can be argued to be contrastive.  
 The data discussed in this section suggest that focus preposing does not 
have any repercussions with respect to exhaustivity, but, as indicated by (47), it can 
trigger Contrast. This opens up the possibility that focus preposing is licensed by 
Contrast in CR. However, I would like to propose that the contrastive implicature 
triggered by preposing is epiphenomenal. In the following subsection, I outline my 
own functional analysis of focus preposing in CR.  
 
3.2.2 What triggers focus preposing in CR? 
In section 2.2.1.1 I showed that preposing does not always affect projection 
possibilities. This undermines the assumption that displacement disambiguates 
Focus, narrowing it down (Rodionova 2001, Sekerina 1997). In section 2.2.1.2 we 
saw that assuming some kind of exhaustive operator position for the preposed focus 
may not be the right solution either, since exhaustivity is not its typical property in 
CR. The only suspect we are left with is Contrast, which may be the matter of 
difference between the canonical clause-final and the preposed focus. In order to 
better understand what distinguishes the two focusing options I carried out my own 
analysis of the CR corpus compiled by Zemskaya and Kapanadze (1978). This 
helps us to determine the exact discourse conditions on focus preposing.  
 The analysis revealed that Contrast is not obligatory with the preposed 
focus. One of the examples illustrating its non-contrastive usage is given in (49). 
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(49) I  tam  my    perenočevali. Tak čego  tam ešče… 
 and there we.NOM spent.night  so  what there else 
 I  tam  že   my    opyat’ [etu  šlemovidnuju  devicu]i  
 and there PTCL we.NOM  again this  helmet-like.ACC chick.ACC   
 vstretili   ti. 
 meet.PST.PL 

‘And we spent a night there. Well, what else…And there again we met that 
helmet-wearing chick.’ 

                 [Zemskaya and Kapanadze 1978: 95] 
 
The above example is an extract from the story about a mountain trip. The guide, 
who is referred to as that helmet-wearing chick, has been mentioned on several 
occasions earlier in the discourse, which is reflected in the use of the 
demonstrative. The sentence under consideration is included into the enumeration 
of events that happened to the speaker. There is no reason to believe that the 
referent of the fronted focus is contrasted in any way to other people who might 
have been met during the trip.  
 Based on examples like (49), where no Contrast is implied, I conclude that 
a preposed focus in CR need not necessarily induce Contrast. However, there is one 
unifying property of all preposed foci which distinguishes them from canonical 
clause-final ones: a preposed focus always refers to an entity or an event which is 
highly accessible. Following Pesetsky (1987), I will refer to such foci as 
D(iscourse)-linked. D-linking here has to be understood as defined in (50).    
 
(50) A constituent is D-linked if it has been explicitly mentioned in the previous 

discourse, is situationally given by being physically present at the moment 
of communication, or can be easily inferred from the context by being in 
the set relation with some other entity or event figuring in the preceding 
discourse.        

 
The definition in (50) establishes tree types of D-linking: explicit, situational (i.e. 
physical presence), and set-related. Examples of each type were attested in the data 
and are presented in (51-53).  
 
(51) Explicit D-linking 
 A: Did they take you somewhere during summer? 
  B: To Finland, to Kuokkala. 
 A: Oh, really?  
  B: Intelligencija    [v  Kuokkalu]i   ezdila  ti.  
  intellectuals.NOM to  Kuokkala.ACC  go.PST.FEM 
  ‘The intellectuals went to KUOKKALA.’   
                [Zemskaya and Kapanadze 1978: 42]              
 
 
 

  



 74 

(52) Situational D-linking 
(A is at B’s place. They are talking about B’s parrot-pets. B’s daughter, 
Irisha, also takes part in the conversation. 

 B: The only thing you need to do is to clean their cage.) 
 Eta obyazannost’ [na Iriše]i    ležit tt

                                                  

. 
 this duty.NOM  on Irisha.LOC lie.PRS.3SG  
 ‘This responsibility lies on IRISHA.’ 
                 [Zemskaya and Kapanadze 1978: 60]     

          
(53) Set D-linking 

(A and B discuss what A can do to her shoes that do not fit her. A proposes 
to give them away to B, but the size is too small.) 

 B: Nado [v  komissionyj]i   ih     otnesti  ti. 
  MOD to  second.hand.ACC they.ACC  take.INF 
  ‘We should take them to a second-hand shop.’ 
                 [Zemskaya and Kapanadze 1978: 64] 

 
D-linking, in the definition of (50), is not a property limited to individual-denoting 
constituents. As we saw in section 2.2.1.1, a preposed focus can be a part of a 
bigger Focus. In order to maintain the analysis of preposing in terms of D-linking, I 
have to assume that in such cases either the fronted element per se or the entire 
phrase that constitutes the Focus is D-linked.   

As stated in (50), a focal element can be either accessible from the 
preceding context directly (explicit mentioning), or indirectly (set-mediated 
accessibility). The latter type provides an explanation for why the preverbal focus 
in CR is so often described as contrastive. Both D-linking and Contrast require the 
availability of a contextually pre-established set. However, there is a difference 
between the two since Contrast requires a set consisting of at least two members, 
while D-linking is not constrained in such a way. Prior mentioning or situational 
giveness does not involve any set construal. Or rather, these cases can be treated as 
involving a one-member set including only the given entity.  

Thus I propose that Contrast is not a basic feature of preposed foci in CR. 
It arises as an implicature if the element is D-linked to a multi-member set.22  

There is another indication that the analysis in terms of D-linking might be 
on the right track. Relativized Minimality, as described in the Introduction, 
precludes movement over an element of the same type. Focus is quantificational, 
and so is Negation. Therefore we expect that focus in Russian cannot be preposed 
over Negation. This is true, as shown in (54). 

 
22 My treatment of preposing in Russian is similar to Miyagawa’s (1987) analysis of 
Japanese wa as a set-denoting marker.  
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(54) (Context: You are organizing a party in my house and I still have no idea 
who you have invited. So tell me, who am I going to host on Friday?) 
 
 a. Ja    ne  pozval       Volodinyh.  Ostal’nye moi 
  I.NOM NEG invite.PST.MASC  Volodins.ACC rest.NOM my     
  druz’ja    priglašeny. 
  friends.NOM  invited.PART.PL 
 
 b. ?? Volodinyh ja  (Volodinyh) ne  pozval. ...  
  Volodins.ACC I.NOM     NEG invite.PST.MASC 
 
  ‘I have not invited the VOLODINS. The rest of my friends are invited.’ 
 
However, it was also shown that Relativized Minimality can be obviated if the 
moving element has an extra feature, e.g. if it is D-linked (Starke 2001). And 
indeed, if we force a context that provides reference to a known set, focus 
preposing becomes possible (55).  
 
(55) (Context: I can’t believe it! Did you really invite everybody to the party?)  
 
 a. Ja    ne  pozval       Volodinyh.  Ostal’nye moi 
  I.NOM NEG invite.PST.MASC  Volodins.ACC rest.NOM my  
  druz’ja    priglašeny. 
  friends.NOM  invited.PART.PL 

 
 b. Volodinyh   ja  (Volodinyh)  ne  pozval. ...  
  Volodins.ACC I.NOM     NEG invite.PST.MASC 
 
 ‘I have not invited the VOLODINS. The rest of my friends are invited.’ 
 
(54) differs from (55) only in the contextual part. The Universal Quantifier in the 
context of (55) creates the set necessary for D-linking. The contrast between these 
two examples strengthens the hypothesis that focus preposing in Russian is licensed 
by D-linking.  
 The idea I want to emphasize is that D-linked Focus is not a different type 
of Focus. It is just Focus with an extra feature. This extra feature, e.g. [+D], does 
not force focus to prepose even in CR. As shown in (55a) leaving a clearly D-
linked focus in its canonical position is equally acceptable. Therefore, I conclude 
that encoding of IS and encoding of D-linking are two independent mechanisms 
and formulate two separate rules for them. The IS Ordering Rule has been given 
earlier and I repeat it for convenience in (56). 
 
(56) IS Ordering Rule 
 Topic > Discourse Neutral Material (DNM) > Focus 
 
For D-linking I propose the other rule, which I call the Scrambling Rule. 
Scrambling is a neutral term for all sorts of leftward-moving operations with no 
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recourse as to the IS status. I suggest that the Scrambling Rule (57) constrains all 
kinds of preposing in Russian.    
   
(57) Scrambling Rule  

A D-linked constituent should be preposed to a position in the pre-verbal 
area.  

  
In exempting D-linking from IS jurisdiction, I follow Reinhart (2006) who argues 
that an element is marked as D-anaphoric prior to establishing Focus structure of 
the sentence. This means that an element can be inherently D-linked, but it cannot 
be inherently focal or topical. Pronouns are the prototypical cases of inherent D-
linking since they are always interpreted as having a discourse antecedent. 
However, the fact that a pronoun is intrinsically D-linked has no implication as to 
which IS role a pronoun can fulfill. Most often pronouns are interpreted as Topic or 
DNM. Nevertheless, pronouns are also licit as Focus, as in (58). 
 
(58) (Context: Who did Sue get into a fight with at Paul’s party?)      
 In fact, she got into a fight with [HIM]Focus.  
 
Sometimes the two rules given above produce the same outcome. This happens 
with topic and DNM preposing, because these are usually D-linked. However, (56) 
and (57) can also compete with each other, producing structures that violate either 
one or the other. This is what we observe with Focus in CR, where the clash 
between the two can lead to structures which violate (56).  

The separation of D-linking from IS helps us to understand why preposing, 
in particular to the middle field, is allowed in thetics, as was shown above. At first 
sight, it might sound like a contradiction: D-linking in thetics, which are ‘all-new’ 
sentences. But if D-linking does not predetermine or otherwise condition IS, it 
comes as no surprise that a D-linked element can neveretherless constitute (a part 
of) Information. Take the sentence in (59).   
 
(59) (Context: Look Sam, I need to tell you something.) 
 [I am leaving you]Focus .  
 
Given the context in the brackets, the sentence represents a proper thetic. There is 
no indication in the previous sentence as to what the something can be, apart from 
the fact that, due to some general principles of communication, it has be something 
relevant for the addressee. The sentence includes two pronouns, i.e. two D-linked 
elements, and nonetheless it constituents an ‘all-new’ statement. Therefore IS of the 
sentence does not depend on referential properties of its constituents.  
 
3.2.3 Middle-field versus left-peripheral focus 
There is a certain difference between the middle-field and the left-peripheral focus. 
The latter requires a much stronger link to the preceding discourse in order to be 
licit. First, in such sentences not only should the entity in Focus be D-liked, but also 
the entire proposition should be anchored to the preceding discourse, minimally by 
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sharing the same Topic with the preceding sentence. Otherwise the exchange is 
completely incoherent. 
 
(60) (Context: Masha’s sister studies at the university.) 
  
 a. Net! [V školu]i ona    ešče  hodit ti. 
  No to  school  she.NOM still     go.PRS.3SG 
  ‘No! She still goes to SCHOOL.’ 
 
 b. # [V školu]i ee  brat      hodit  ti. 
   to  school  her brother.NOM go.PRS.3SG 
  ‘Her brother goes to SCHOOL.’ 
 
 c. A  ee  brat      [v  školu]  hodit (v školu). 
  and her brother.NOM to  school  go.PRS.3SG 
  ‘And her brother goes to SCHOOL.’ 
 
In (60) the activities of going to school and studying at the university stand in an 
appropriate set relation. This should be sufficient for preposing. However, there is a 
Topic switch in (60b). Irrespective of the fact that the newly occurring Topic is 
anchored to the old one (through family membership), this Topic switch rules out 
(60b). A felicitous continuation can be either (60a), where left-peripheral focus 
preposing is possible due to Topic continuity, or else it should be like (60c), where 
the Topic is switched but then preposing can target only the middle field.  
 Furthermore, the left-peripheral focus must be D-linked to an immediately 
preceding sentence and the set-related antecedent must be explicitly mentioned. It 
is exactly this degree of accessibility that differentiates left-peripheral from the 
middle-field focus.  

  Another characteristic property of sentences with the left-peripheral focus 
is that they always express a strong commitment on the part of the speaker to the 
truth of the proposition. Such sentences are usually perceived as being highly 
emotional, expressing excitement, irritation, etc. They are often written with an 
exclamation mark and phonologically resemble exclamations (Yokoyama 1986). 
An example illustrating this is given in (61).  
 
(61) (A: It was in summer! And she…she was on a business trip, and Lenya 

was away.  
 B: No! Lenya was there! Don’t you remember? 
 A: So it was then…) 
 B: S    Lenej    vy    prihodili! 
  with  Lenya.INST you.NOM come.PST.PL 
      ‘You came with Lenja!’ 
                 [Zemskaya and Kapanadze 1978: 77]    
 
The emphatic truth conditional effect of the left-peripheral focus is especially 
obvious with preposed quantifiers. As described in section 3.2.1.2, focused 
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quantifiers are allowed to occur in the sentence-initial position. This concerns not 
only universal (62) but also existential quantifies (63).            
 
(62) Vse       ja     ej     ob”jasnila. 
 everything.ACC I.NOM  she.DAT explain.PST.FEM  
 ‘I explained EVERYTHING to her.’ 
 
(63) Kogo-to     ved’   ja    tam  videla. 
 somebody.ACC  PTCL  I.NOM there see.PST.FEM 
 ‘I DID see somebody there.’ 
 
The use of quantifiers as left-peripheral foci might seem to be at odds with the 
assumption about their being D-linked. However, as shown in the translation, such 
sentences are interpreted as counter-presuppositional, i.e. they require that the 
proposition expressed in the sentence figure in the preceding context albeit with the 
opposite truth value. For instance, (63) can be used in a situation when you clearly 
saw somebody at some place, say at the crime scene, but your interlocutor is trying 
to assure you that the place was properly locked and therefore you must be wrong 
(e.g.  (63) can follow a sentence like There could not possibly be anybody in there).  
 To recap, the middle-field and the left-peripheral foci differ with respect to 
two properties: (i) the degree of D-linking and (ii) their influence on the force of 
the sentence.  

   
3.2.4 Prosodic properties of the preposed focus 
It was argued above that focus fronting does not necessarily affect focal scope 
(wide vs. narrow). I also claimed that preposing is preconditioned by referential 
giveness (D-linking) rather than by Contrast. In order to further substantiate these 
claims I looked at the acoustic properties of the preposed and canonical focus. The 
findings are presented below. 

 Russian is an intonational language where Focus is necessarily encoded 
prosodically. The studies on Russian prosody show that prosodic means of Focus 
realization include pitch accent, syllable length, prosodic phrasing, etc. (Alter 1997, 
Zybatow and Mehlhorn 2000, Alter, Mleinek and Richter 2001, Mehlhorn 2004).  
 All the phonological studies I came across indicate that a two-way 
distinction is relevant for prosodic Focus encoding in Russian. On the one hand, 
wide Focus is intonationally different from narrow Focus. And on the other, 
contrastive Focus is distinguished from non-contrastive one.  

Wide Focus is characterized by a continuously falling contour which 
proceeds in a downstep fashion (Alter 1997, Alter, Mleniek and Richter 2001). 
Narrow non-contrastive Focus presents a somewhat similar pattern but there is an 
additional low tone preceding the focused constituent, which ensures a 
phonological phrase boundary between the focus exponent and the rest of the 
sentence (Alter 1997, Alter, Mleniek and Richter 2001). Moreover, narrow Focus is 
characterized by a stronger fall on the accented syllable of the focused constituent 
(Zybatow and Mehlhorn 2000). Contrastive Focus is quite different from both wide 
and narrow non-contrastive Focus in that the contrastive accent in this case is a 
combination of rise and fall on the accented syllable. There were also noticed 
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differences in phonological phrasing of narrow, wide, and contrastive Focus. Alter, 
Mleniek and Richter (2001) argue that the exponent of narrow non-contrastive 
Focus forms a separate prosodic phrase but is in one intonational phrase with the 
rest of the sentence. Contrastive Focus requires that the focus exponent constitute 
an independent intonational phrase. 
 It is argued in all of the mentioned studies that the corresponding prosodic 
effects are attested independently of the word order, i.e. a certain type of Focus is 
prosodically encoded in the same way irrespective of the position of the focus 
exponent. I argued that preposing of a focus exponent is harmless not only to the 
pragmatic properties of Focus (contrastive/non-contrastive/exhaustive), but also to 
its projection possibilities (wide/narrow). The resulting prediction is that a preposed 
focus should exhibit the same three way prosodic distinction (wide vs. narrow vs. 
contrastive) as the clause-final one. 
       In order to test the prediction I carried out a small perception experiment. 
It has been shown previously that the described prosodic differences between 
different Focus types are perceptually salient (Mehlhorn 2004).  
 The testing material consisted of 40 recorded sentences with different 
types of Focus: sentential (news reporting); non-contrastive narrow and wide 
(answers to wh-questions); and contrastive narrow and wide (corrections). The 
number of sentences for each type was roughly the same: news reporting – 14; non-
contrastive – 13; and contrastive – 13. The materials included sentences with both 
canonical post-verbal and preposed focus. The overview of the experimental 
material is presented in table 3. 
 
Table 3 The distribution of different word orders and different Focus 

types in the test sentences  
 Post-verbal Preposed Total 
Sentential Focus (news 
reporting) 

4 10 14 

   
3 5 8 

Wh-question answers: 
narrow 
wide (VP) 2 3 5 

   
2 2 4 

Corrections: 
narrow 
wide (VP) 5 4 9 
Grand total 16 24 40 
 
As can be noticed from the table, the distribution is uneven. This is done on 
purpose. First, since my main concern was the interpretation of preposed foci the 
majority of sentences are of this structural type. When deciding on the number of 
examples with wide versus narrow Focus and canonical versus preposed focus I 
took into consideration the tendencies which different types of Focus exhibit with 
respect to structural encoding and projection. I also considered the ambiguity that a 
focus in different positions can display. For example, it is easier to construe a one-
to-one relation between a focus exponent and a pragmatic Focus whether the 
exponent is preposed or not. Therefore, I deliberately included more sentences with 
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wide Focus (28 in total). In terms of projection, a canonical postverbal focus can be 
associated with wide Focus more easily than a preposed one. Thus I selected more 
news reporting sentences with a preposed rather than with a postverbal focus. 
Because preposed focus has been traditionally claimed to render contrast, I 
included slightly more non-contrastive sentences (answers to questions) with a 
preposed focus and slightly more contrastive sentences (corrections) with a 
canonical focus.  
 First the testing material was prepared. For these purposes all the test 
sentences were embedded into coherent contexts such that the speakers could read 
them with a natural intonation. One female and one male speaker were chosen and 
all the 40 mini situations were distributed evenly between them, i.e. 20 mini 
dialogues each. They read the whole situation and were recorded. After that the 
contextual part of every mini situation was erased such that only the test sentences 
remain.  

Seven monolingual Russian speakers participated in the perceptual 
experiment. The participants were presented the recorded sentences and asked to 
match them with one or more of the possible contexts given to them as a multiple-
choice list. Each sentence was played three times. A sample test sentence and the 
corresponding multiple-choice list are shown in (64). 
 
(64) Replayed sentence:  
 Ja    babuške      zvonila.  
 I.NOM grandmother.DAT phone.PST.FEM 
 ‘I phoned the GRANDMOTHER.’   
      
    Context choice:  
 a. Stating a fact: Why did it take you so long to open the door? 
 b. Correction:  I assume you talked to your girlfriend on the phone again. 
 c. Answer to a question:   Who did you call? 

 
The analysis of the experimental data was carried out in the following way. I 
calculated how many times each test sentence was matched with each of the 
proposed contexts. Then I compared the results against the absolute number, i.e. a 
number which would be obtained if a given sentence were matched with the correct 
context by all the subjects.  

The results are summarized in table 4. The topmost row contains the 
contexts the subjects could chose from (note that they could make multiple choices 
for one test sentence), and the leftmost column shows the targeted interpretation of 
Focus, i.e. the intonation of the sentence. The correct matches are given in bold 
face.      
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Table 4 The results of the perception experiment  
 Absolute 

number 
News 
reporting/ 
stating a fact  
(sentential) 

Answering a 
question (non-
contrastive) 

Correction 
(contrastive) 

News reporting 98 61 (62%) 37 (38%) 16 (16%) 
Non-contrastive 
narrow (wh-
question)  

56 10 (17%) 29 (52%) 27 (49%) 

Non-contrastive 
VP (wh-question) 

35 10 (29%) 20 (57%) 20 (57%) 

Contrastive 
narrow 
(correction) 

28 7 (25%) 11 (39%) 14 (49%) 

Contrastive VP 
(correction) 

63 13 (20%) 11 (18%) 26 (40%) 

   
The results of the experiment showed that the position of focus did not have any 
significant influence on the ability of the subjects to find an appropriate context. 
Recall that the majority of sentences contained a preposed focus.   

Most often, more than one context was chosen for a particular sentence by 
all the participants. This shows that one and the same intonation can map onto 
different pragmatic functions. This fact is not surprising and has been noted for 
Russian previously (Odé 2007).  
 As the table shows, the easiest intonation to identify corresponds to ‘all-
new’ sentences. 62% of the time the sentences with this intonation are correctly 
identified. Note that these test sentences are quite rarely chosen as “another 
possibility” for a sentence pronounced with a different intonation.  

As the figures show, the size of Focus (narrow vs. wide) does not affect its 
identification. The correct context is chosen with roughly the same ease (or 
difficulty) for contrastive narrow (49%) vs. contrastive VP (40%) and non-
contrastive narrow (52%) vs. non-contrastive VP Focus (57%).  

There is a certain tendency with respect to which options were chosen in 
addition to or instead of the correct ones. Thus designated news-reporting sentences 
were occasionally matched with question-answer situations (38%) and very rarely 
with corrections (16%). The ambiguity equally often occurred between question-
answer and corrective sentences and vice versa.  

Upon the whole, the correct options were chosen more often than the 
erroneous ones. This replicates the findings of the studies mentioned earlier. Most 
importantly the experiment shows that there does not seem to be any correlation 
between the structural position of the focus exponent and interpretation of Focus as 
contrastive/non-contrastive or wide/narrow. Speakers are perfectly capable of 
determining the pragmatic felicity conditions just on the basis of the prosodic cue. 

 However, I should take some reservations. The majority of sentences 
contained the middle-field focus. Thus this assumption applies largely to a 
distinction between canonical versus middle-field focus. There were only four 
sentences with a peripheral focus exponent, and all were designated as corrections. 
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None of them caused any difficulty and they all were matched with the correct 
context.     

 
3.2.5 Summary of structure-IS mapping in CR   
The difference in sentence structuring between SR and CR is confined to the 
position of focus. Focus exponent in CR can leave its dedicated clause-final 
position and occur either in the middle field or at the left periphery of the clause.  

In contrast to what has been previously assumed about focus fronting in 
Russian (Krylova and Khavronina 1986) I argued that this structural difference 
between SR and CR is not just a matter of style or genre. It was shown that 
preposing is preconditioned by D-linking. D-linking allows for but does not force 
focus preposing, since a D-linked focus can also remain in its canonical position.   

It was shown that depending on the landing site of the preposed focus a 
different degree of accessibility is required. Preposing to the sentence-initial site 
requires not only Focus D-linking but also Topic continuity. Besides such sentences 
are always highly emphatic and reflect the speaker’s attitude.  
 
3.3 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter we established some rules of word order in Russian. It was proposed 
that there are two major pragmatic principles that underlie the ordering of sentence 
constituents in the language.  

The first is the IS rule, according to which the main news, or Focus, 
should follow the commonly shared information. Thus in accordance with the IS 
rule, the topic in the sentence-initial position is followed by DNM, which, in turn, 
is followed by Focus with the focus exponent in the clause-final position. If the 
underlying SVO structure violates this IS rule it is subject to the corresponding 
modifications. On the descriptive level, I recognized two such re-ordering 
operations: O-preposing and S-postposing. O-preposing is used to evacuate a non-
focal object from the Focus domain. S-postposing is employed to include the 
subject into the Focus domain. 
 Independently of the IS ordering rule, I proposed another rule operative in 
Russian, which I coined the Scrambling Rule. This rule has to do with the 
referential status of constituents and demands that D-linked constituents be 
preposed to a preverbal area. The interaction between the two ordering principles 
can result in one  outranking the other. For instance in SR, the IS Rule is ranked 
higher than the Scrambling Rule. The opposite is attested in CR, where the focus 
exponent can leave its canonical clause-final position as a response to the 
Scrambling Rule.   

I argued that D-linking is not an IS primitive and that the two rules must 
be kept apart.  
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CHAPTER 4 
SETTING THE SCENE: RAISING QUESTIONS AND SEARCHING FOR 
ANSWERS 
 
In the present chapter we will raise some questions that are often discussed with 
respect to discourse configurational languages. They arise due to the necessity to 
formalize the mechanisms standing behind various surface orders.    

It is widely assumed in Russian linguistics that the observed word order 
permutations result from real syntactic movement (King 1995, Junghanns and 
Zybatow 1997, Bailyn 1995a, 2003, Sekerina 1997, Slioussar 2007)23. However, it 
is less clear what sort of movement operations bring about this structural diversity. 
In the previous chapter I have shown that the driving force for overt movement in 
Russian is pragmatics, namely the intricate interplay between D-linking and IS. 
This means that, if the movement operations are carried out in narrow syntax, they 
are triggered by discourse features, or Edge-type features, in Chomsky’s (2005b) 
terms. However, in previous studies it has been proposed that purely Edge-type 
features are insufficient to account for the word order variation in Russian (Lavine 
and Freidin 2002, Bailyn 2003, Slioussar 2007).  Instead a subset of word orders is 
argued to be derived by purely formal, e.g. Agree-type, features. Thus the first 
question I would like to raise is: 
 
Q1 What is the role of Agree-type and Edge-type features in the derivation of 

non-canonical word orders in Russian? 
      
Whatever the answer to the first question is, pragmatics cannot be eliminated from 
the picture. Dedicated [Topic] and [Focus] features and the corresponding 
functional heads, Topo and Foco, were proposed for a number of languages 
displaying a strong IS-structure correlation (Bródy 1990, Kiss 1995, Svolaccia, 
Mereu and Puglielli 1995, Vilkuna 1995, Rizzi 1997, Puskas 1997, Benincà and 
Poletto 2004, Aboh 2004, Schwarz 2003, among others). Given that in Russian the 
structural effects of IS are quite obvious, it seems logical to assume that the 
displaced constituents target some dedicated IS-related projections in Russian as 
well. Therefore the next question is: 
 
Q2 Are there dedicated positions for IS-driven movements in Russian?   
 
The question is not trivial. At present, the majority of linguists working on Russian 
word order refute the existence of TopP and FocP (Junghanns and Zybatow 1997, 
Sekerina 1997, Junghanns 2001, Pereltsvaig 2004, Slioussar 2007). Instead, the 
underlying assumption is that IS is largely a linear phenomenon, i.e. a moved 
constituent can occupy any syntactic position (mostly adjoining to other phrases) as 
long as the correct linear ordering of topic and focus is achieved in the end. I will 
review some of the existing analyses of this kind in this chapter.               

                                                   
23 A notable exception is Van Gelderen (2003), who argues for base generation of 
various word orders in Russian.   
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As shown in chapter three, apart from the IS ordering rule, the Scrambling 
Rule, sensitive to the referential properties, operates in the language. In case of 
topic and DNM, the IS Ordering Rule and the Scrambling Rule work in tandem. 
However, the two ordering principles work in different directions when it comes to 
Focus: the IS rule forces the focus to stay clause-finally, while the Scrambling Rule 
opens the possibility for it to occur in the pre-verbal field. Given this, another 
question that arises is: 
 
Q3 To what extent is syntax involved in the observed interpretive nuances? In 

other words, are there various dedicated focus positions each with its 
specific properties (e.g. Contrastive/Exhaustive versus New Information)? 

 
Any account of word order variation in Russian has to consider the systematicity of 
word order alternations, i.e. focus is clause-final, topic is sentence-initial, as well as 
the deviations from this systematic pattern, i.e. preposing of focus for D-linking. 

In the present chapter we are going to see which progress has been made 
in understanding the phenomenon of word order variation in Russian and which 
answers, if any, have been suggested for the questions raised above.     
 
4.1 What are the limits to IS, as the driving force of movement in Russian?  
 
In this section we are going to deal with the first question raised above (Q1). Some 
of the main problems with IS-driven movement are its apparent optionality and the 
debatable status of Topic and Focus as grammatical features. Given that scrambling 
is problematic for Minimalism, which prohibits any optional operations, there are 
numerous attempts to substitute this operation by some well-established and better 
understood movement types. For instance, Miyagawa (1997) argues that one of the 
transformations in Japanese previously known as scrambling is, in fact, an 
alternative way to check case on the object. Similar attempts have been recently 
made for Russian.   
 
4.1.1 Scrambling as EPP satisfaction    
Bailyn (2003, 2004) proposes that a subset of word order permutations in Russian, 
previously described as IS-driven scrambling, is actually licensed by factors 
independent of IS. The author argues that OVS constructions are derived by 
movement of the object (or some other XP) to the canonical subject position, i.e. 
SpecTP. The movement is claimed to be triggered by a purely formal syntactic 
feature - [EPP].  

EPP, or Extended Projection Principle, was originally formulated as a 
requirement that sentences have subjects (Chomsky 1982). More recently it was 
reconsidered and assumed to be a feature of a functional head (Chomsky 2001) or a 
special property of some formal feature of a functional head (Pesetsky and Torrego 
2001) that is responsible for movement in narrow syntax. This means that [EPP] is 
not restricted to To anymore.  

Bailyn (2003) assumes that the EPP is instantiated by a strong [D] feature 
on Io. Due to its strength it has to be checked in a local Spec-Head configuration 
with an element bearing the matching feature. He adopts the idea that [D] on Io can 
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be checked by any [D]-bearing constituent irrespective of its thematic role, i.e. not 
only by an external argument. On this basis Bailyn argues that OVS (1) and some 
other constructions with postposed grammatical subjects (2-3) are cases of [D] on Io 
being checked by a “non-subject” XP.  The author coins this type of [EPP], or [D], 
satisfaction, Inversion.  
 
(1) Mašu    obidel       Oleg. 
 Masha.ACC offend.PST.MASC Oleg.NOM 
 ‘Oleg offended Maša.’ 
 
(2) U moih   roditelej    dom     v Jalte. 
 at my.GEN  parents.GEN  house.NOM in Yalta.LOC  
 ‘My parents have a house in Yalta.’ 
 
(3) V komnatu   vbežala    devočka. 
 to room.ACC  run.PST.FEM girl.NOM 
 ‘A girl ran into the room.’ 
 
The constructions in (1-3) are assumed to be derived in the following manner. First, 
[D] on Io is dissociated from Case and Agreement. Therefore it can be checked not 
only by an element with which Io enters into φ-feature matching but by any XP that 
includes [D] into its feature complex. This is exactly what motivates XP movement 
in (1-3).  

Following Pesetsky and Torrego (2001), the author assumes a dependency 
between Nominative case and Tense, whereby Nominative is the instantiation of 
uninterpretable [T] feature on DP. Since [T] is also a feature of Io that requires 
checking, a nominative DP is a potential goal for this purpose. This means that in a 
canonical SVO sentence the subject does two things simultaneously: (i) checks [D] 
on Io, and (ii) checks [T] on Io. Under Inversion, the latter checking procedure fails 
since [T] on Io, according to Bailyn, is also strong in Russian. In order to save the 
derivation, Vo-to-Io movement takes place, since the verb is another potential goal 
for [T] checking.     
  In this way the three properties of Inversion illustrated in (1-3) are derived, 
namely: (i) some XP is overtly fronted; (ii) Vo-to-Io movement24 takes place; (iii) 
the subject remains in situ.   
 The author cannot dispense with IS-motivated movement altogether and 
still recognizes that the other type of movement to the clause-initial position is IS-
driven. He labels this type of movement Dislocation, which is illustrated in (4). 
 
(4) Mašu    Oleg    obidel. 
 Masha.ACC Oleg.NOM offend.PST.MASC  
 ‘Oleg offended Maša.’ 
  

                                                   
24 According to Bailyn (1995b), the verb in Russian never leaves vP, except in Inversion 
constructions.  
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 The latter is given considerably less attention and is discussed only in comparison 
to Inversion. However, as can be concluded from (4), Dislocation does not involve 
either non-canonical EPP satisfaction or V-movement. As a matter of fact, 
Dislocation is another name for what is usually referred to as Topicalization.  

The derivation of Inversion versus Dislocation and their respective 
syntactic properties are summarized in (5).  
 
(5) a. Inversion   b. Dislocation 
  IP     IP 
 
 XPi  I’       XPi       
            IP 
      Vo+vo+Io  vP     
        S…V…ti 
              S…tV…ti  
 
- accompanied by V-to-I movement   - no V-movement 
- subject is in situ     - subject is in SpecIP               
- changes Binding relations   - no affect on Binding  
- no WCO effects    - induce WCO 
 
Bailyn’s analysis was preceded by a similar analysis of Lavine and Freidin (2002). 
The authors also claim that [EPP] on Io can be checked by a non-subject XP in 
Russian. Although they only discuss adversity impersonal constructions (6), their 
analysis can be naturally extended to OVS.25 
 
(6) Urožaj   pobilo     gradom. 
 crop.ACC hit.PST.NEUT hail.INST  
 ‘The crops got damaged by the hail.’ 
 
The arguments they provide in support of their account include the following: (i) 
the fronted XP can bind an anaphor within the argument left in situ; (ii) whichever 
of the two arguments is fronted does not affect IS of the sentence; (iii) no WCO is 
observed.     

To sum up, in order to reconcile scrambling, at least partially, with the 
Minimalism, it is suggested that a subset of scrambling cases can find a purely 
formal syntactic motivation, such as EPP satisfaction.  
 
4.1.2 Against Inversion in Russian  
Analyses like those discussed above are bluntly criticized by Slioussar (2007). On a 
par with the previous authors, she treats EPP as a purely formal requirement, i.e. 
[EPP] is an Agree-type feature. However, she extensively argues that [EPP] on To 
in Russian can only be checked off by an external argument, or rather by the 

                                                   
25 Note that Lavine and Friedin (2002) do not analyse OVS as a case of non-canonical 
[EPP] checking. For them it is a genuine case of object scrambling to some higher, 
though A-type, position.   
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highest DP argument of the verb. This means that an external argument can never 
remain in situ. On this account, what looks like a postverbal subject is, in fact, a 
subject in its canonical SpecTP position crossed over by a remnant-moved chunk of 
the structure.  

The motivation for her analysis comes from the following facts. First, 
Slioussar shows that no V-to-I movement that Bailyn (2003, 2004) proposes takes 
place in OVS. This is evidenced by the adverb placement test: if the verb always 
moves to To under Inversion, we expect it to be able to precede a manner adverb, 
which is definitely not the case, as shown in (7) (see also chapter two).  
 
(7) Ivana   sil’no  udaril  (?? sil’no) Nikolaj. 
 Ivan.ACC strongly hit.PST.MASC   Nickolaj.NOM 
 ‘Nickolaj strongly hit Ivan.’ 
 
Furthermore, on the basis of experimental data she casts some doubt on the putative 
difference in binding possibilities between Inversion and Dislocation. In particular, 
it is shown that Inversion and Dislocation are often indistinguishable in terms of 
reconstruction for binding. This significantly undermines Bailyn’s claim about the 
structural difference between the two operations.     

The sample derivation proposed by Slioussar for an OAvdVS sentence is 
given in (8).  

  
(8)       CP     [Slioussar 2007: 153] 
 

         CP 
    
        C        TP 
    TP 
 
   S               TP 
           AdvP 
             To             

2                vP 
      vP 
         O            

vP 
                            1 
             v+V          VP 
 
              tV…tO 
 
 
 
As shown in (8), the whole chunk of structure below TP, in this case AdvP, is 
fronted to the outer SpecTP. From there, the object, which is in the outer SpecvP, 
undergoes movement to SpecCP. As a result the desired order is produced. All the 
movements, except for the subject movement, are IS-induced. Note that Slioussar 
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rejects Criterial Freezing. Therefore for her no problem arises with extraction of the 
object out of SpecTP position in (8).    

The details of Slioussar’s analysis of scrambling will be discussed below. 
What is important for us at this point is that, according to the author, movement to 
SpecTP in Russian is argued to be obligatory and independent of any IS 
requirements. 
 
4.1.3 How much of pragmatics, how much of syntax? 
In the previous sections I outlined two analyses which, although in different ways, 
come to the same conclusion - movement to SpecTP in Russian is obligatory, 
triggered by the strong [EPP] feature on To.  

These analyses are of interest to us for the following reason. On the 
descriptive level, one of the operations altering the word order was referred to as S-
postposing (chapter 3). According to the above-described analyses, structurally this 
operation can be either true postposing (à la Bailyn) or only apparent postposing (à 
la Slioussar).  

There are two auxiliary questions that can help us to choose between the 
options discussed so far.  

Bailyn’s approach is based on the idea that the fronted XP is in the 
canonical subject position. To adopt this view it is necessary to test the subjecthood 
properties of the fronted constituent. The exact position of the postposed subject is 
not crucial for his account, although the author assumes it is in situ.  

Slioussar, on the other hand, builds her analysis on the hypothesis that the 
grammatical subject always moves to its canonical position in Russian. Thus in 
order to accept or reject her view it is necessary to find some evidence that the 
subject in OVS is not in its first-merge position. The exact landing site of the 
fronted object is of less importance for her.  

In the following subsections I will consider these two questions in turn. 
 
4.1.3.1 Are there oblique subjects in Russian? 
The structures I am concerned with here are not only those with fronted objects and 
post-posed external arguments, such as (9a), but also those which are often argued 
to have oblique subjects (9b-d). 
 
(9) a. Košku   prinesli    deti. 
  cat.ACC  bring.PST.PL kids.NOM 
  ‘Children brought the cat.’  
 
 b. Mne  nravjatsja   koški. 
  I.DAT  like.PRS.3PL cats.NOM 
  ‘I like cats.’ 
 
 c. Menja  besjat      alkogoliki. 
  I.ACC  irritate.PRS.3PL alcoholics.NOM 
  ‘Alcoholics irritate me.’ 
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 d. U  menja  est’  plemjannik. 
  at  I.GEN  COP nephew.NOM 
  ‘I have a nephew.’ 
 
First, I would like to review Bailyn’s arguments in favor of the subjecthood of the 
fronted XP and then apply a couple of other subjecthood tests to strengthen the 
point.  
 One of the properties of Inversion pointed out by Bailyn is the lack of 
WCO effects. This is illustrated in (10).  
 
(10) Každogoi  rebenka   ljubjat     egoi  roditeli. 
 every   child.ACC  love.PRS.3PL his   parents.NOM 
 ‘His parents love every child.’   
 
However, as has been noted on various occasions (King 1995, Ionin 2001), Russian 
does not exhibit WCO even in contexts of obvious A’-movements, e.g. wh-
questions. According to my informants (as well as my native intuitions), (11) is 
grammatical on the variable reading of the pronoun.  
 
(11) Kogoi   nikogda ne   bili      egoi  roditeli?    
 who.ACC never  NEG bit.PST.PL  his   parents.NOM 
 ‘Who never got bitten by his parents?’  
 
Since WCO effects in Russian do not show sharp contrast between A and A’-
movement, using it as an argument for the subject status of the preposed 
constituents in (9) is misleading.   
 One of the assets of proponents of  the non-canonical [EPP] checking 
approach is pragmatic neutrality of the orders in (9 b-d). While this is really so, it 
can be alternatively taken to show the base ordering of the arguments involved. As 
stated in chapter two, it is a common practice to use focus projection possibilities 
for this purpose. In other words, the constituent which is assumed to satisfy EPP in 
(9) is projected higher than the one carrying Nominative case. Note also that 
applying a what’s new?-test to sentences like (9b-d) is not possible. They all 
contain individual level predicates, and sentences with this predicate type cannot be 
used as thetics (Ladusaw 1994, Jäger 1997). Therefore, the sentences in (9b-d) 
exhibit the most common Topic-Comment articulation.   

As to OVS (9a), the argument concerning pragmatic neutrality simply 
does not hold. This was shown in chapter three, where we discussed IS of various 
word orders, and is repeated again below. As shown in (12), SVO and OVS 
sentences cannot be used interchangeably.  
 
(12) (Context: What happened?) 
 a. Vladik    razbil       okno. 
  Vladik.NOM  break.PST.MASC window.ACC 
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 b. # Okno    razbil       Vladik. 
  window.ACC break.PST.MASC Vladik.NOM  
    
  ‘Vladik broke the window.’   
     
Another often employed argument for the SpecTP position of XPs in (9) is their 
ability to bind anaphors. It is a well-known fact about Russian that only 
grammatical subjects can bind a reflexive. As shown in (13), the accusative DP, as 
in (9c), seems to be a legitimate antecedent for a nominative reflexive.  
 
(13) Antonai   ne  interesujut    svoii kollegi. 
 Anton.ACC NEG interest.PRS.3PL REFL collegues.NOM 
 ‘His collegues do not interest Anton.’ 
 
However, data like (13) should be considered carefully. As noted on several 
occasions in the literature (e.g. Rappaport 1986, Slioussar 2007), the reflexive svoj 
in Russian can have an arbitrary reference, when it means  ‘one’s own/private’. 
Many of the examples drawn to illustrate binding possibilities of the fronted 
constituent can be interpreted in exactly this way. This is indicated by the fact that 
inverting the arguments in (13) does not rule the sentences out (contra Bailyn 2003, 
2004), as one would expect if svoj were a commonplace anaphor.   
 
(14) Svoii kollegi     vovse   ne  interesujut     Antonai. 
 REFL collegues.NOM totally  NEG interest.PRS.3PL  Anton.ACC
 ‘His own collegues do not interest Anton at all.’ 
 
Where the arbitrary interpretation is more difficult to obtain the sentence is 
ungrammatical irrespective of the order of arguments, as in (15).26 
 
(15) a. * Svojai mama     porugala     Maksimai. 
  REFL  mother.NOM scold.PST.FEM Max.ACC 
  
 b. * Maksimai porugala     svojai  mama. 
  Max.ACC  scold.PST.FEM REFL  mother.NOM 
   
  ‘His mother scolded Max.’ 
 
Furthermore, if an adjunct containing a reflexive is added to the sentence, only the 
postposed nominative DP and not the fronted argument can be an antecedent.   
 

                                                   
26 For more discussion on binding possibilities of the fronted constituents in the 
considered constructions see Slioussar (2007: 162-179).  
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(16) Mnei   ponravilas’  eta devuškal  iz-za  svoej*i/l   
  I.DAT  like.PST.FEM this girl.NOM because REFL   
 neposredstvennosti.  
 spontaneity.GEN  
 ‘I liked this girl because of her/*my spontaneity.’ 
 
  
(17) Olgui   uvolil      načal’nikl  iz-za  svoej*i/l  
 Olga.ACC sack.PST.MASC boss.NOM  because  REFL   
 vrednosty. 
 nastiness  
 ‘Her boss sacked Olga because of his/*her nastiness.’ 
  
What we observed so far is the lack of strong evidence for the hypothesis about the 
surface subjecthood of the fronted XPs in XPVS constructions. If we apply other 
standard subjecthood tests (Zaenen, Mailing and Thráinsson 1985) to the relevant 
Russian data we get further evidence for the non-subject status of the fronted XP. I 
am going to illustrate the point using Control and Raising. The tests will be applied 
only to some of the constructions illustrated in (9). However, the same result can be 
obtained for all of them.      

One of the properties associated with subjects is that they have a null 
counterpart, PRO, occurring in embedded infinitival clauses. This is illustrated for 
Russian in (18), where the missing argument of the predicate stat’ strojnee ‘become 
slimmer’ functions as the subject in the clause.  

 
(18) Ivani    načal      begat’, čtoby  PROi stat’ 
 Ivan.NOM start.PST.MASC jog.INF that.SUBJ   become.INF
 strojnee. 
 slimmer  
   ‘Ivan started jogging in order to become slimmer.’ 
 
As shown by the following examples, the putative oblique subjects cannot be 
substituted by PRO within the infinitival. In (19) the Experiencer argument of the 
infinitive like cannot be a PRO. Similarly, in (20) the OVS construction cannot 
occur within the infinitival clause with PRO corresponding to the object.   
 
(19) * Ivani   ne  p’et       vina,   daby  PROi  ne    

 Ivan.NOM NEG drink.PRS.3SG  wine.GEN so.that     NEG 
 ponravit’sja alkogol’.        
 like.INF   alcohol.NOM  
 ‘Ivan does not drink wine not to start liking alcohol.’ 
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(20) * Petr    prines       pis’moi,   ctoby   PROi pročitat’ 
 Peter.NOM  bring.PST.MASC  letter.ACC  that.SUBJ    read.INF 

ego sestra. 
 his sister.NOM   
 ‘Peter brought the letter for his sister to read it.’ 
 
Note that a nominative argument of experiencer verbs (e.g. like) which is usually 
postposed does show the discussed subject characteristics, as evidenced by (21). 
Here PRO stands for the nominative argument. In this respect (21) contrasts with 
(19).  
 
(21) Olgai    ponravilas’  Vladimiru    prežde  čem  
 Olga.NOM  like.PST.FEM Vladimir.DAT before  
 PROi ponravit’sja vsem   ostal’nym. 
    like.INF   all.DAT  rest.DAT       
 ‘Vladimir got to like Olga, before everybody else got to like her.’   
 
Another property associated with the grammatical subject is the ability to undergo 
Raising. Raising predicates are instantiated mostly by aspectual verbs in Russian, 
such as načinat’ (begin), prodolžat’ (continue), zakančivat’ (finish), etc. An 
example is given in (22), where Raising is reflected in agreement between the 
raised subject and the matrix predicate.     
 
(22) a. Varvara    načala      razgovarivat’.  
  Varvara.NOM begin.PST.FEM talk.INF 
  ‘Varvara began to talk. ’      
 
In the constructions under consideration, the preposed oblique argument is banned 
from undergoing Raising. As shown in the examples below, the matrix predicate 
agrees with the postposed nominative DP and not with the putative oblique subject. 
 
(23) a. Ee    načal*-a/-i      razdražat’  moi  
  she.ACC begin.PST-FEM/PL  irritate.INF my.NOM  
  repliki.  
  comments.NOM 
  ‘My comments began to irritate her.’ 
  
 b. Bol’nogo  načal*-ø/-li      naveščat’ rodstvenniki.    
  patient.ACC begin.PST-MASC/PL  visit.INF  relatives.NOM  
  ‘His relatives started to visit the patient.’ 
 
To sum up, testing the subject properties of the fronted constituents in XPVS 
contructions reveals that these fronted XPs fail to exhibit the typical subject 
behavior. At the same time, the postposed DP does pass all the subjecthood tests. 
On this basis, I conclude, in the spirit of Moore and Perlmutter (2000) and Slioussar 
(2007), that the one and the only subject in the constructions under consideration is 
the postverbal nominative DP. This implies that if SpecTP is a position dedicated 
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for subjects, it cannot host any other XP and that the fronted constituent in 
sentences discussed in this section necessarily occupies some other landing site. 
 One last remark is in order. In many analyses that treat OVS and the like 
as involving oblique subjects, the illustrated non-subject like behavior of the 
fronted XP is argued to follow from its case properties. Namely, only the argument 
which enters into φ-matching with To is assumed to be able to exhibit all the 
required properties. However, as shown for Russian by Moore and Perlmutter 
(2000), the correlation between Case/Agreement and subjecthood does not hold. 
Russian does have a construction with a dative subject, wherein the dative 
argument exhibits all the subject characteristics.27 These are infinitival clauses with 
overt subjects illustrated in (24). 
 
(24) Emu   ne  polučt’ etu  dolžnost’. 
 he.DAT NEG get.INF this  position.ACC 
 ‘It is not possible for him to get this position.’   
 
Thus the problem with the the discussed XPVS constructions is not the 
Agreement/Case properties of the fronted argument but rather its non-subject 
status. I therefore conclude that the trigger for movement of the non-subject 
constituent to the sentence-initial position in the constructions discussed in this 
section is not some formal feature of To.  
 
4.1.3.2 What is the position of the clause-final subject? 
Now that we have established that SpecTP in constructions with the postposed 
grammatical subject is not taken by the fronted constituent, there is a possibility 
that it hosts the subject itself, as proposed by Sliousar (2007).  

To remind the reader, according to the author, [EPP] on To in Russian is 
checked in exactly the same way as in English, i.e. either by moving the 
grammatical subject or by merging an explitive. Because there are no overt 
expletives in Russian, it is assumed to be null. Slioussar claims that an external 
argument, which is always Nominative in Russian, obligatorily moves to the 
SpecTP driven by [EPP]. The nominative argument of an unaccusative predicate is 
assumed to optionally raise to SpecTP, depending on topicality: only topical ones 
undergo the movement. If the argument is non-topical and remains in situ, an 
expletive is merged in SpecTP. The latter, i.e. the expletive strategy, is proposed to 
also hold for experiencer verbs (25) and adversity-impersonal constructions (26). 
 
(25) Antonu   nravitsja    fizika. 
 Anton.DAT like.PRS.3SG Physics.NOM 
 ‘Anton likes Physics.’ 
 

                                                   
27 The reader is referred to the original text (Moore and Perlmutter 2000) for the 
supporting evidence. 
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(26) Nos    založilo. 
 nose.ACC clog.PST.NEUT 
 ‘The nose got clogged.’ 
 
With respect to (25-26), Slioussar assumes that an expletive always satisfies [EPP] 
on To in such constructions, and that argument raising is related to some 
independent reasons unclear to the author.  
 The detailed discussion of postverbal subjects is postponed till chapter 
five. Here I would like to raise some issues casting doubt on the described analysis. 
  First, it remains unclear to me why, given that [EPP] is a formal syntactic 
feature in Slioussar’s analysis, movement to SpecTP is sensitive to topicality of the 
argument in case of unaccusatives. Although the author draws a direct parallel 
between Russian and English Expl-V-SNOM constructions, claiming that in both 
languages it is only attested with unaccusative verbs, I cannot agree with it. As 
stated in chapter three, S-postposing is not restricted to non-agentive subjects. 
Examples of postverbal subjects of unergatives were given earlier and I provide 
some more data below. 
 
(27) (Context: Ivan was going along the corridor. He stopped in front of one 

door and opened it.)    
 
 a. V  komnate   spali     deti. 
  in  room.LOC  sleep.PST.PL children.NOM 
  
 b. # V komnate   deti      spali.   
  in  room.LOC  children.NOM sleep.PST.PL 
   
  ‘*There slept some children in the room.’ 
 
(28) (Context: It was a nice winter night. The silence was deafening.) 
 
 a. I  vdrug   zalajali   sobaki. 
  and suddenly bark.PST.PL dogs.NOM 
  
 b. # I vdrug   sobaki    zalajali. 
  and suddenly dogs.NOM  bark.PST.PL 
   
 ‘*And suddenly there started barking dogs.’ 
 
The sentences in (27) and (28) are thetics, as shown by the preceding contexts. 
Both contain unergative predicates. And in both cases S-postposing produces the 
only possible felicitous output. The (b) variants are excluded in such contexts. Note 
that the English counterparts in the translations are ungrammatical. I conclude from 
this that agentivity of the subject does not presuppose raising to SpecTP in Russian.  
 Of course it is possible to suggest that the same derivation as suggested by 
Slioussar for O-Adv-V-S constructions shown in (8) and repeated in (29) is 
involved in the derivation of (27-28).  
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(29) [CP Ok Co[TP [AdvP Adv [vP tk [vP ti vo+Vo ]]]l [TP Si To tl ]]] 
 
However, in this case it should be proven that (XP)VS sentences with unaccusative 
predicates are derived differently, i.e. with the help of a null expletive. There are no 
structural cues for such a derivation as the order of the elements in sentences with 
either unaccusative or unergative predicate is exactly the same. Compare (27-28) 
with (30).  
 
(30) V  gorod   prišla      vesna. 
 into city.ACC come.PST.FEM spring.NOM       
 ‘There came spring into the city.’ 
 
Note furthermore that the requirements on VS structures in Russian are exactly the 
same for all types of predicates (i.e. unaccusative and unergative). Recall from 
chapter three that the subject can remain post-verbal only if (i) the subject is the 
only non-verbal constituent in the clause, or (ii) another constituent, if present, is 
fronted to the pre-verbal position. Transitive predicates always include another 
argument besides the subject. Since Russian lacks transitive expletive constructions 
an object is obligatorily fronted producing OVS. With intransitive predicates there 
is a possibility to get pure VS in the absence of any adverbial material. If there is an 
adjunct it necessarily precedes the verb. Thus the patterns we have are the 
following: 
 
(31) a. O V S 
 b. * V O S 
 c. (Adjunct) V S  
 d. * V Adjunct S 
 
A comment is necessary with respect to the pattern (31c). The acceptability of 
adjunct-less VS varies in Russian. However variability is not due to the type of the 
predicate (unaccusative/unergative), but rather due to the semantics of the verb. An 
unergative verb, e.g. zvonit’ ‘phone’, can be used in VS without any problems (32). 
At the same time, verbs like spat’ ‘sleep’ or sidet’ ‘sit’ are not so easily used in VS 
constructions (33). 
 
(32) Zvonila     kakaja-to devočka / Marina. 
 phone.PST.FEM some   girl.NOM Marina.NOM 
    ‘Some girl / Marina phoned.’ 
 
(33) ?? Sideli  koški. 
 sit.PST.PL cats.NOM 
 ‘Cats were sitting.’  
 
The same contrast can be observed with unaccusative verbs. The verb padat’ ‘fall’ 
sounds worse in the sentence-initial position than the verb priehat’ ‘arrive’. 
Compare (34) with (35).  
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(34) ?? Opali   list’ja.        (35)  Priehali    gosti. 
 fall.PST.PL leaves.NOM         arrive.PST.PL guests.NOM 
 ‘Leaves fell down.’           ‘Guests arrived.’ 
 
On Slioussar’s model the contrast between (32) versus (33), and (34) versus (35) is 
unexpected. The ungrammaticality of (31b) and (31d) also remains unexplained. 
Why should the object/adjunct always front when the subject turns out in the 
clause-final position? Since (31a) and (31c), according to the author, are derived by 
IS-driven movement of the object/adjunct, it is not clear why it is obligatory in 
exactly these circumstances, while, generally, IS-driven scrambling is assumed to 
be optional. 

The contrasts like those in (32 vs. 33) and (34 vs. 35) are attested 
crosslinguistically. The following examples are reported in Brunetti (2003).  

 
(36) a. ?? Ha dormito il  bambino.   b. Ha telefonato Gianni. 
   has slept  the child      has phoned  Gianni 
   ‘The child has slept.’       ‘Gianni has phoned.’ 
  
As in Russian, VS constructions are permitted in Italian. We see in (36) that, as in 
Russian, there is a contrast in acceptability within the same predicate type. 
 Brunetti (2003) attributes this difference to the fact that the semantics of 
the verb phone, as opposed to sleep, permits the event to be interpreted as spatio-
temporally anchored even in the absence of an overt adverbial. In other words, 
Russian (32a) and Italian (36b) have the interpretation “somebody phoned 
you/me/our place,etc.” Thus V-initial sentences are licensed by a covert spatio-
temporal argument. The more difficult it is to interpret the sentence as describing 
the situation related to a particular place or time, the less acceptable it is. This is 
exactly what happens in (33), (34), and (36a). The predicate in these sentences does 
not inherently imply location/time of an action. Therefore the spatio-temporal 
information must be overtly expressed.    
 I take this to be the right characterization and, following Brunetti (2003), I 
assume that the acceptability of VS in Russian does not depend on the type of the 
predicate. The ungrammaticality of (31d) follows naturally: if the covert spatio-
temporal argument occupies the sentence-initial position in VS, its overt 
counterpart has to occur in the same position. Of course something else has to be 
said about (31b), because the presence of an overt adverbial does not improve the 
grammaticality, i.e. Adjunct-V-O-S is still not good.  

The above discussion leads to the conclusion that post-posed subjects, 
both agentive and non-agentive, can occur in one and the same position. If the view 
that  [EPP] on To requires obligatory raising in Russian is to be maintained, we are 
forced to assume that all nominative arguments always move to SpecTP 28.  

This leads to another more general typological question. If it is true that 
grammatical subjects always raise in Russian, as they do in e.g. English, why is it 
the case that the same type of derivation as proposed for Russian cannot be 

                                                   
28 The expletive strategy can be postulated for sentences without any nominative arguments, e.g. 
various impersonal constructions (e.g. (26) in the text). 
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employed by other languages. For instance, why does English not exhibit OVS 
constructions? In other words, how can we explain the fact that not all languages 
allow for postverbal subjects.  

In this respect it is interesting to consider the following fact from Gungbe, 
which possesses a very finely structured left periphery shown in (37).  
 
(37) [ForceP [Force do [TopP [Top yà [FocP [Foc wέ ]]]]]]   
 
Gungbe shows the Subject/object asymmetry with respect to focus encoding (Aboh 
2007b). An object wh-question triggers an answer in which the focused object 
either remains in situ (38a) or moves to the left periphery where it is followed by 
the focus marker wέ (38b). Subject questions, on the other hand, do not allow for an 
answer without the focus particle (39a), which means that the focused subject is 
always in the CP domain.  
        
 (38) (Context: What did Kofi eat?) 
 a. Kòfí dù lέsì.       b. Lέsì  wέ   Kòfí dù.   
  Kofi eat rice        rice  FOC Kofi eat 
  ‘Kofi ate RICE.’       ‘Kofi ate RICE.’ 
 
(39) (Context: Who ate rice?) 
 a. *Kòfí dù  lέsì.      b. Kòfí wέ   dù lέsì.   
  Kofi eat rice        Kofi FOC eat rice 
  ‘KOFI ate rice.’       ‘KOFI ate rice.’ 
                          [Aboh 2007b: 97] 
 
The asymmetry observed in (38-39) is explained by Aboh (2007b) as indicating 
that the subject has an IS-independent reason to front, namely checking [EPP] on 
To, which is strong in Gungbe. The object can stay low under focusing, satisfying 
[Foc] in some other way, since [EPP] on To can only be checked by the subject in 
this language.  
 It follows from this description that the [EPP] in Gungbe is checked in the 
same way as in Russian, i.e. only the subject can do the job. However, the fact that 
the focused subject in Gungbe is not in SpecTP indicates that the EPP requirement 
can be obviated if necessary. Aboh proposes that the obviation is achieved in 
Gungbe by merging a null pro expletive. Recall that Slioussar also assumes the 
existence of null expletives in Russian. This leads to a question – Why focused 
subjects in Russian can stay in SpecTP, even though the [EPP] can be checked by 
an expletive, while a focused Gungbe subject cannot and must obligatorily resort to 
the expletive strategy?  

I propose that the difference between Russian and Gungbe does not stem 
from the ability of a focused subject to stay in SpecTP. I assume that in both 
languages the EPP is checked by a null expletive under subject focusing. The 
difference is in the position of the focused subject: in Gungbe it moves to the left-
periphery while in Russian it does not. In chapter five I argue that Russian contains 
a low FocP where a focused constituent must move to check its [Focus] feature. 
That is why a focused subject ends up post-verbally in Russian. Once moved to 
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SpecFocP, it freezes in place, due to Criterial Freezing (Rizzi 2001a). As a result 
the [EPP] is checked by a null expletive. As shown in chapter two, case- and φ-
feature checking can take place at a distance in Russian. Therefore, leaving the 
subject low does not harm Agreement with the verb and Nominative checking. In 
Gungbe this cannot happen. The reason for this is not so much unavailability of low 
FocP in Gungbe, but rather the way agreement and case checking works in the 
language. Aboh (2007b) argues that due to the impoverished Case and Agreement 
system of Gungbe, the expletive in SpecTP must be controlled by the subject in 
SpecFocP. I take this to mean that Gungbe, unlike Russian, does not freely allow 
long-distance Agree. In fact, in his earlier work Aboh (2004) shows that most 
features are checked via movement, in the Spec-Head configuration, in Gungbe. 
Therefore, I ascribe the difference between languages with and without VS 
inversion to the way Agree-type features are checked. Criterial, or Edge-features, 
are assumed to be checked in the same way across languages. Those languages 
where Agree-feature checking does not require a local configuration of the probe 
and the goal are expected to allow for VS inversion. On the other hand, those 
languages where long-distance Agree is very restricted or impossible are assumed 
to lack VS.    
   
4.2 How and where do things scramble?  
    
In the preceding section we have established that IS-driven scrambling cannot be 
dispensed with. Apart from movements driven by formal-feature checking, e.g. 
[EPP], there are constructions resulting from IS-driven operations. In the present 
section we are going to consider how these various IS-motivated transformations 
have been analyzed in literature. In other words, we will take up questions 2 and 3 
from the introduction to this chapter.  

In the majority of existing analyses of Russian free word order the idea of 
dedicated IS projections is explicitly rejected (Bailyn 1995a, Kondrashova 1996, 
Sekerina 1997, Junghanns 2001, Pereltsvaig 2004, Slioussar 2007). By and large, in 
analyses of this type various orderings are assumed to be freely generated by 
adjunction or movement to outer specifiers of various functional projections. I will 
refer to these approaches as “non-cartographic”. Within the non-cartographic 
branch, there are two types of analyses: those that view IS as a separate module of 
grammar and those that take it to be parasitic on PF. There is only one analysis in 
which a “dedicated position” view is taken (King 1995). I will refer to this analysis 
as “cartographic-like”. Let us discuss the different analyses in turn.    
 
4.2.1 Cartographic-like approach: King (1995) 
King (1995) is the closest to the cartographic way of dealing with the syntax-IS 
interface (Rizzi 1997). According to the author, Topic and Focus are syntactically 
represented in the form of dedicated positions. King, however, differs from the 
classical cartography in that she does not make use of FocP or TopP. She claims 
that certain positions in the tree are used first and foremost to encode IS rather than 
some formal properties. The structure she advocates is represented in (40). 
 
 

  



 99 

(40)   E 
 
 TOPExt  CP 

 

    IP 
    
   TOPInt  IP 
 
       CF  I’ 
     
         VP  
         
          
      discourse neutral elements 
 
King recognizes a tripartite structuring of a sentence into Topic, Focus, and DNM. 
DNM is argued to usually include the verb and other non-focal postverbal 
elements. Two types of Topic and two types of Focus are established on the basis 
of their interpretation and syntactic position: External (TOPExt) versus Internal 
(TOPInt) Topic, and New Information (NIF) versus Contrastive (CF) Focus.  

As shown in (40), movement out of the VP results in a specific IS 
interpretation of the element depending on its landing site. In-situ constituents are 
usually interpreted as discourse-neutral. Note, however, that an IS-motivation for 
movement is proposed only for arguments or adjuncts. The predicate is assumed to 
always undergo Vo-to-Io movement independently of its interpretation. 

TOPExt is argued not to involve any movement. It is base generated in E, a 
special projection used solely for introducing TOPExt.29  

The other two dedicated IS positions are derived by movement: SpecIP 
and adjunction to IP. TOPInt is argued to be adjoined to IP. Due to the adjunction 
configuration, multiple TOPsInt are allowed. Note that what King treats as multiple 
TOPInt are treated as DNM in this thesis, since on my account only one Topic per 
clause is allowed. The position of TOPInt is decided on the basis of the following 
distributional facts: (i) TOPInt is always pre-verbal; (ii) TOPInt always follows a wh-
word moved to SpecCP; (iii) TOPInt always precedes CF.     

                                                   
29 An example of TOPExt is given in (i). 

(i)  Lena,  ona  takaja zanuda. 
  Lena.NOM she.NOM such bore.NOM       
  ‘Lena, she is such a bore.’ 
The resumption of the dislocated constituent clause-internally is quite common but not 
strictly necessary. TOPExt is a matrix-clause phenomenon. Besides it is always 
phonologically set off from the rest of the sentence and is subject to the uniqueness 
requirement, i.e. it is limited to one per sentence. These properties made King conclude 
that TOPExt is introduced by “an anomalous projection”, which does not conform to the 
X’-schema, in that it does not contain either the Head or the Specifier.  
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 Similar distributional facts are provided in favor of the idea that CF is 
located in SpecIP: (i) it is usually immediately pre-verbal; (ii) it always follows 
TOPInt.   
 The only IS constituent that does not have a dedicated place, according to 
King, is NIF. NIF is not restricted to any specific position. She does not associate it 
directly with the VP-domain since VP is argued to host DNM. The author proposes 
that NIF can be assigned to any constituent in situ; by associating it with [+F] 
feature demarcating the scope of NIF on the left and the final falling tone 
delimiting its scope on the right. In other words, NIF results from the combination 
of syntactic ([+F] assignment) and intonational means. There is only one exception: 
when NIF follows DNM assumed to be inside the VP. In such cases NIF is argued 
to be right-adjoined to VP. This type of derivation takes place, for instance, “when 
the subject is the only focus and must appear in final position after the verb and the 
object; this right-adjunction may extend to other arguments” (King 1995: 133). An 
example of such a sentence is given in (41).  
 
(41) (Context: Who bought a dress?) 
 Kupila     plat’e    Inna. 
 buy.PST.FEM dress.ACC  Inna.NOM 
 ‘It was Inna who bought a dress.’ 
 
To sum up, despite the fact that there are no TopP and FocP postulated, King’s 
analysis is very close to the recent cartographic approaches in that each position is 
associated with a well-defined IS interpretation: SpecIP is restricted to CF, 
adjunction to IP is limited to TOPInt, EP to TOPExt, and right adjunction to VP 
encodes NIF (in some special cases).  
 
4.2.2 IS-interface oriented non-cartographic approaches  
Non-cartographic approaches, in general, reject the idea of dedicated IS-related 
positions. The main premise of this type of analyses is that Topic and Focus are 
linear, or edge-oriented, rather than position-oriented phenomena.  
 Most of the existing analyses of Russian scrambling are of the IS-interface 
oriented type. Interestingly, their proponents recognize the existence of syntactic 
[Focus] and [Topic] features which are freely assigned to syntactic constituents 
(Bailyn 1995a, Junghanns and Zybatow 1997, Kondrashova 1996, Junghanns 
2001). But importantly, these features are not checked in the usual way. They rather 
require some licensing, in a loose sense of the word, and expression, e.g. via stress. 
The distinguishing feature of this approach is that narrow syntax is argued to 
produce structures which accidentally reflect IS organization of the sentence. One 
analysis that stands out among the IS-oriented ones is Slioussar (2007). Not only 
does she reject the existence of [Focus] and [Topic] features, she further claims that 
the notions relevant for the analysis of Russian word order are not Topic and Focus, 
but rather relative accessibility and salience. I will discuss her approach in some 
detail in the following subsection.       

The underlying assumption of all the authors working within this approach 
is that scrambling ensures a closer match between syntax and the interpretive 
module at which sentences are subject to IS partition (Functional Form in Bailyn’s 
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terms, IS according to Kondrashova). This module orders the information 
according to a Topic > Focus template.30 In order to account for focus preposing 
various proposals have been made.  

Bailyn (1995a) assumes that focus does not have any dedicated position at 
all. Rightmost placement is just one of the ways to encode it, but it can also be 
encoded purely phonologically, by means of heavy stress. He refutes the idea about 
the obligatorily contrastive nature of preposed foci, as I do in this work.   

Junghanns and Zybatow (1997) postulate a special feature [CF], which is 
assigned to contrastively focused constituents which can be either in situ or in some 
derived position. They further assume that moved foci are obligatorily narrow and 
contrastive. Note that no motivation for the movement of the focused element is 
proposed either by Bailyn or by Junghanns and Zybatow.  

Kondrashova (1996) argues that focus movement, as well as movement of 
topical elements, occurs in order to stop Focus projection. Her argumentation is the 
following: scrambling is adjunction, and adjunction blocks projection to higher 
levels. Thus according to Kondrashova the feature that drives focus movement can 
be defined as [+ Narrow].  

To recap, IS-oriented non-cartographic analyses are based on the idea that 
IS can be visible to syntax through corresponding features [Topic]/[Focus]/[CF]. 
These are freely assigned in course of the derivation and syntactic movement-plus-
adjunction takes place to organize the constituents in such a way that Topic-Focus 
ordering of information is obtained. 
 In the next section, I am discussing in some more detail the most recent 
analysis of this type (Slioussar 2007). It deserves some special attention because 
certain assumptions are very close to those proposed earlier in this work.  
 
4.2.2.1 Slioussar (2007): from Topic/Focus to accessibility 
Slioussar (2007) deviates from the traditional conception that scrambling is 
motivated by Focus structure. It is extensively argued that Topic and Focus are not 
grammatical notions at all. Rather, they are taken to be relegated completely to the 
general conceptual system. What grammar encodes, according to the author, are 
relational notions Accessibility and Salience, which according to her, are IS 
phenomena.  

Accessibility and Salience are rather tentatively defined within the 
activation network framework. More accessible entities are those which possess the 
higher amount of activation on them before the sentence is produced. Saliency 
reflects the difference in the amount of activation each entity possesses before and 
after the sentence is produced. As noted by the author, “in most cases there is a 
negative correlation between Accessibility and Salience: the least accessible 
(‘new’) units acquire more activation than the ones that were already active above 
the resting level (‘given’). I will assume that A cannot be both more accessible and 
more salient than B” (Slioussar 2007:10).  

                                                   
30 Junghanns (2001) explicitly rejects the existence of a separate IS module and states 
that “focus and background are encoded by means of sentence grammar” (Junghanns 
2001: 330).  
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As already mentioned, the author argues that grammar encodes the relation 
between elements with respect to Accessibility and Salience, i.e. more or less 
accessible/salient. Both distinctions are encoded in narrow syntax on the basis of 
the following interface rule: 
 
(42) If X is (re)merged above Y, the discourse entity corresponding to X is at 

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

                             [Slioussar 2007: 31] 
 
Importantly, Salience and Accessibility are assumed to be only indirectly related to 
the conceptual notions Topic and Focus. To put it simply, Accessibility and 
Salience are encoded within Topic and Focus as well. Slioussar illustrates this with 
the following example. 
 
(43) (Context: What are you doing?) 
 Pišu       pis’mo   mame. 
 write.PRS.1SG   letter.ACC  mother.DAT 
 ‘I am writing a letter to my mother.’ 
 
In (43) the entire sentence corresponds to Focus. The basic word order for a 
sentence with a ditransitive verb is V > IO > DO. This is the order we expect in 
(43). However this is not what we find in (43). Slioussar assumes that the order of 
internal arguments in (43) is derived by scrambling the DO over the IO. This 
happens because DO “appears to be more ‘predictable’, i.e. it is more accessible out 
of the two entities (apparently, the concept of writing ‘preactivates’ the concept 
‘letter’ through semantic connection)” (Slioussar 2007: 14).  
 From the theoretical point of view, scrambling is viewed as a free IS-
motivated31 Internal Merge, i.e. movement. She builds on the latest ideas of 
Chomsky (2005b) outlined in section 1.3.1. In particular, Slioussar assumes that 
Edge-motivated Internal Merge is entirely position-free. It can target an outer 
specifier32 of any functional projection if it is necessary to derive a certain word 
order.  

To account for the variety of permutations, the author resorts to massive 
pied-piping. Contrary to some previous approaches, Slioussar’s analysis is based on 
the antisymmetry hypothesis (Kayne 1994), i.e. all movements are strictly leftward.  

Slioussar recognizes the relation between scrambling and prosody. IS-
driven movement has some prosodic effects. However, prosody is considered to be 
independent of syntax and is assumed to be directly read off the syntactic 
configuration. Therefore, it is not the interface with PF but the interface with IS that 
triggers scrambling. Stress is assumed to be assigned on the basis of the Nuclear 

                                                   
31 Notice that IS here is meant to denote the relative Accessibility/Salience, not 
Topic/Focus.  
32 Following Chomsky, Slioussar assumes multiple-specifier structures.   
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Stress Rule (NSR), after all the Agree- and IS-motivated movements are carried 
out. Prosody, according to Slioussar, helps to differentiate IS-motivated from 
Agree-motivated Internal Merge: when an element undergoes IS-driven movement 
sentential stress is calculated on the basis of its landing site, while under Agree-
motivated movement stress is inherited from the launching position.    

 
4.2.3 PF-oriented approaches 
The underlying assumption of this type of analyses is that Topic and Focus are PF-
related notions in that they are directly derived from prosody, e.g. stress = Focus. 
There are two analyses of this type, and each applies this assumption in quite a 
different way.  

Sekerina (1997), following Reinhart (1995), proposes that scrambling in 
Russian is motivated by stress. The latter is assumed to reflect the Focus structure. 
To be more precise, it is argued that constituents move (in narrow syntax) due to a 
[- S(entential) S(tress)] feature they carry. [-SS] is a strong feature, i.e. it requires 
overt movement. It can be assigned to any number of elements and forces an 
element to leave its base position not to be included into the Focus domain. The 
moved phrases adjoin to IP or VP. The adjunction is assumed to be bidirectional. 
Sekerina follows Junghanns and Zybatow (1997) and Bailyn (1995a) and treats 
postverbal focal subjects as being right-adjoined to VP. The most deeply embedded 
element inside the Focus domain, i.e. inside VP, is assigned [+SS] which is 
instantiated by the main sentential stress at PF. On the basis of this feature, the 
Focus of the sentence is assigned and can percolate up. The percolation line is 
broken by adjoined phrases, which means that movement always precludes Focus 
projection.  

Apart from [-SS] and [+SS], Sekerina introduces another independent PF 
feature [Constituent Stress]. The latter is independent of scrambling and can be 
assigned to any element in situ or after [-SS] triggered movement. As the name 
suggests, it is assigned to narrowly focused constituents, contrastive and non-
contrastive alike. It has only a prosodic correlate, namely heavy stress: no syntax is 
involved.  

Another PF-based account is worked out by Van Gelderen (2003). This 
account differs drastically from what has been proposed for Russian scrambling to 
date. What unifies her account with Sekerina’s is that she also derives IS effects 
directly from PF. However, unlike the previous author, she largely rejects the role 
of syntax in the derivation of various non-canonical orders. Van Gelderen’s 
analysis is based on the idea that structure-building is purely an LF requirement. PF 
can easily handle unstructured chunks of elements and linearize them in accordance 
with its own rules. Because IS is derived directly from stress, or generally 
accentuation, it is included in the inventory of these PF rules. Whether the 
linearization is carried out on the basis of a hierarchical structure or on the basis of 
IS depends on the timing of Spell-Out, the point in the derivation when the 
syntactic object is sent to PF.  

Assuming Derivation by Phase (Chomsky 2001), the author argues that 
Spell-Out proceeds exclusively by phase. Two such phases are recognized by the 
author: CP and DP. If Spell-Out happens at DP, i.e. Early Spell-Out, what reaches 
PF is an unordered set of objects. If it occurs at CP, Late Spell-Out, PF gets a 
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hierarchically ordered structure. Consequently, under Early Spell-Out, linearization 
is based on IS language specific rules. Under Late Spell-Out, linearization proceeds 
in a universal fashion, i.e. on the basis of asymmetric c-command (Kayne 1994). 
The parameter that allows for Early Spell-Out is tentatively assumed to be Case, 
namely the ability of a noun to check case DP-internally.  
 With respect to Russian scrambling, Van Gelderen proposes that it is, by 
and large, a result of Early Spell Out. In particular, she argues that the orders OSV, 
OVS, VOS, and VSO are always conditioned by Early Spell-Out. As a 
consequence, Focus projection is not allowed in these constructions, since 
projection requires structure. SVO, SOV, and O,SV33 are produced either by Early 
or Late Spell-Out.34  

Thus only three orders, namely SVO, SOV, and O,SV, are derived via 
syntactic movement. The rest of the orderings are base generated at PF.    

The rules, which according to Van Gelderen, govern the order of 
constituents under Early Spell-Out, are given in (44) and (45) below. 
 
(44) IS Informational Focus Algorithm  
 a) Assign informational focus pitch to element bearing [+F] feature 
  (prosodic step) 
 b) Compose in such a way that the informational focus element appears in 
  the rightmost position (linear (re)-ordering step) 
                          [Van Gelderen 2003: 59] 
 
(45) IS Contrastive Focus Algorithm 
 Assign contrastive focus pitch to element bearing [+CF] feature (prosodic 
 step) 
                       [Van Gelderen 2003: 60] 
 
The consequence of (44) and (45) is that NIF is always a rightmost constituent in a 
sentence, and CF has no designated position.  
 As noted above, three orders (SVO, SOV, O,SV) are assumed to result 
from syntactic processes. The syntactic movement responsible for SOV and O,SV 
is assumed to be a phonologically driven syntactic movement of the type proposed 
in Sekerina (1997), which means it happens in syntax but is motivated by the 
correct stress assignment. 
 To recap, PF-oriented approaches argue that scrambling in Russian is 
motivated by PF rules, such as stress assignment. Syntax is assumed to be directly 
manipulated by PF producing various word orders. Or else, transformations are 
argued to take place at PF.  
 
 

                                                   
33 The difference between OSV and O,SV is assumed to be prosodic. O,SV has a pause 
after the preposed object, which is indicated by the comma. From the IS point of view, 
in O,SV the object is assumed to be a  contrastive topic, and in OSV it is an ordinary 
non-contrastive topic. 
34 See the original work for the argumentation.  
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4.2.4 Assessment  
As we have seen above, in none of the existing analyses IS-related functional 
heads, Topo or Foco, are recognized. Therefore the answer to the question about the 
existence of dedicated IS-related positions in narrow syntax (Q2) has received a 
negative answer. Although various IS-related features are recognized, e.g. [+CF], 
[+F], [+Narrow], etc., those are treated largely as PF features regulating stress 
assignment. Thus the answer to the question about the relevancy of focus typology 
(Q3) has a partially positive answer. In particular, different foci are argued to 
possess distinct features and involve distinct derivational mechanisms. But these 
features and mechanisms are assumed to be of post-syntactic nature.  

Although the reviewed approaches do not recognized narrow syntax as the 
locus of IS encoding, very few motivations for rejecting Topo or Foco are presented, 
apart from assuming that in this way structural complexity is reduced. The only 
exception is Pereltsvaig (2004), who provides some arguments in favor of the linear 
approach to IS encoding in Russian.  

The author argues on the basis of the data given in (46) that a topic can 
occur in different structural positions in Russian. The sentences in (46), according 
to Pereltsvaig, illustrate Topicalization of a nominal predicate. Nominal predicates 
in Russian can either agree with the subject, i.e. occur in the Nominative case, or 
they can be marked Instrumental. As shown in (46a), Topicalization of the 
nominative predicate marginalizes anaphor binding by the subject, while (46b) 
indicates that binding relations between the subject and the anaphor within the 
preposed instrumental predicate remain unchanged35.    
 
(46) a. ? Zlejšie      vragi     [drug druga]i   byli     
  evil.SUPER.NOM enemies.NOM each other.GEN  COP.PST.PL  
  [Ol’ga    i  Irina]i.   
  Olga.NOM and Irina.NOM 

 
 b. Zlejšimi      vragami    [drug druga]i   byli   
  evil.SUPER.INST enemies.INST each other.GEN  COP.PST.PL 
  [Ol’ga    i  Irina]i.   
  Olga.NOM and Irina.NOM 
   
  ‘The worst enemies of each other were Olga and Irina.’ 

 
Based on the variability in binding (46), Pereltsvaig concludes that the nominative 
predicate topic in (46a) is in an A-position, while the instrumental topic in (46b) is 
in an A’-position. Therefore, the author concludes that a topic does not always 
occupy the same syntactic slot in Russian, which undermines the existence of a 
dedicated TopP.  
 Pereltsvaig’s explanation perhaps might hold if it really was the case that 
the inverted predicates in (46) undergo Topicalization. However, as shown by Den 

                                                   
35 Pereltsvaig (2004) gives a star to examples like (46a). According to my judgments 
and the judgments of my informants it is slightly deviant rather than strongly 
ungrammatical.   
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Dikken (2006), predicate inversions of the type given in (46) might have another 
IS-independent motivation. He analyzes predicate inversion in copular 
constructions as A-movement of the predicate around its subject. His analysis is 
based on the following facts: (i) the inverted predicate can undergo Raising under 
passivization and in Raising constructions, and (ii) extraction of/from the subject of 
the inverted predicate is banned. The latter property is explained by Strong Cross 
Over: the trace of an extracted subject in an inverted construction is bound by the 
coindexed element in an A-position, which is the predicate.   

Interestingly, in neither of the examples in (46) subject extraction is 
allowed under predicate inversion. This is shown in (47). 
 
(47) a.  * Ktoi    ty     hočeš’     čtoby    zlejšie 
  who.NOM  you.NOM want.PRS.3SG that.SUBJ   evil.SUPER.NOM 
  vragi     drug druga     byli   ti?   
  enemies.NOM each other.GEN  COP.PST.PL  

 
 b. * Ktoi    ty     hočeš’     čtoby    zlejšimi   
  who.NOM  you.NOM want.PRS.3SG that.SUBJ   evil.SUPER.INST 
  vragami    drug druga     byli   ti?   
  enemies.INST each other.GEN  COP.PST.PL  
 
  ‘* Who do you want the worst enemies of each other to be?’ 
     
If we consider Raising, e.g. under passivization, it is only applicable to sentences 
with instrumental predicates both in inverted (48) and non-inverted contexts (49). 
 
(48)  a.  * Zlejšie      vragi     byli     
   evil.SUPER.NOM enemies.NOM COP.PST.PL 
   ob”javleny       Ol’ga    i  Irina.   
   proclaimed.PST.PART Olga.NOM and  Irina.NOM 

 
 b. Zlejšimi       vragimi    byli     
  evil.SUPER.INST  enemies.INST COP.PST.PL 
  ob”javleny       Ol’ga    i  Irina.   
  proclaimed.PST.PART Olga.NOM and  Irina.NOM 
 
  ‘The worst enemies were proclaimed to be Olga and Irina.’  
 
(49)  a.   * Ol’ga   i  Irina    byli      ob”javleny    
   Olga.NOM and  Irina.NOM  COP.PST.PL  proclaimed.PST.PART 
   zlejšie       vragi.     
   evil.SUPER.NOM  enemies.NOM  
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 b.  Ol’ga    i  Irina    byli      ob”javleny 
  Olga.NOM and  Irina.NOM  COP.PST.PL  proclaimed.PST.PART 
  zlejšimi      vragimi.     
  evil.SUPER.INST  enemies.INST  
 
  ‘Olga and Irina were proclaimed the worst enemies.’ 
 
In (48a) the inverted nominative predicate is shown not to be able to raise under 
passivization. But (49a) shows that the subject in sentences without inversion 
cannot do this either. The contrast between (48a) versus (48b), and (49a) versus 
(49b) is evidence of the fundamental difference between the derivation of a copular 
construction with a nominative predicate and the derivation of that with an 
instrumental predicate.  

The data provided in (47-49) show that the contrast (note - a mild 
contrast!) in (46) might have nothing to do with the landing site of the inverted 
predicate, namely A in (46a) versus A’ in (46b). I am not entirely sure that the 
movement we observe is Topicalization at all. If it is not, (46) does not represent an 
argument against the existence of TopP in Russian.   

Note that binding, which is often used in order to determine A- versus A’-
positions, does not always provide a clear picture in Russian. This will be discussed 
in some detail below (see also Slioussar 2007: chapter 4).  
 The arguments against the existence of FocP are even less convincing. The 
only argument provided repeatedly is the freedom of contrastive focus placement. 
The fact that new information focus is consistently clause-final is disregarded as a 
solid ground for recognizing FocP. Instead, the position is often explained by right 
adjunction (King 1995, Junghanns and Zybatow 1997, Bailyn 1995a, Sekerina 
1997). An immediate prediction of such an analysis is that Focus projection should 
be impossible, for adjunction should cut the projection line. However, as we saw in 
chapter three, focused subjects occurring post-verbally do not preclude wide Focus 
reading. An example is repeated in (50).  
 
(50) (What happened to the picture collection?) 
 Odnu kartinu   [priobrel     častnyj kollekcioner]Focus . 
 one  picture.ACC buy.PST.MASC private collector.NOM 
 ‘One of the pictures a private collector has bought.’ 
 
The fact that a postverbal focused subject can form part of a wide Focus, just as a 
postverbal focused object, favors an analysis which would analyze both cases in a 
uniform way. However, in the analyses discussed above object and subject foci are 
treated differently.   
 Another problem for these analyses is that focus preposing is assumed to 
be some kind of disambiguating strategy to ensure narrow Focus reading 
(Junghanns and Zybatow 1997, Kondrashova 1996, Sekerina 1997). I showed in 
chapter three that a preposed focus does not block projection. Therefore 
explanations in terms of [-Sentential Stress] feature (Sekerina 1997) or unmerged 
structures (Van Gelderen 2003) cannot be maintained.  
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For some analyses that assume an ‘anywhere’ condition for focus (at least 
for CF), such as Bailyn (1995a) and Junghanns and Zybatow (1997), it remains a 
mystery what drives scrambling of the corresponding element after all. If [+CF] can 
be assigned it situ there should be some independent reason for movement.  

Note that IS features in one form or another (e.g. [F], [CF]) are 
nevertheless postulated. Furthermore transformations are argued to take place in 
syntax. At the same time, movement and the postulated features are not directly 
related, i.e. the movement is not a response to feature-checking. Bailyn (1995a), 
Kondrashova (1996), and Sekerina (1997) argue that [+F] or [+CF] are not 
syntactic features at all, but are rather assigned after Spell-Out at some special IS 
interface level. This creates a problem: how can these features be visible in syntax, 
such that syntax ‘knows’ where to move the corresponding elements? Besides 
treating IS features as post-syntactic clearly violates Inclusiveness. IS has both LF 
and PF reflexes. If [Focus] and [Topic] are assigned at IS/LF it is not clear how PF 
can interpret them, and they are PF-interpretable.  

To avoid this problem, Junghanns and Zybatow (1997) and Junghanns 
(2001) consider [Focus] and [Topic] to be syntactic features. However, it remains a 
mystery how syntax is dealing with them. They are assumed not to be checked, or 
enter any sort of Spec-Head relation with a dedicated head, because no dedicated 
heads are recognized.   

Considering scrambling to be PF-motivated is similarly problematic. First 
of all, as argued extensively in Chomsky (2001) phonological operations are 
semantically vacuous, i.e. they should not have an interpretive effect. However, the 
proposed phonological features [-Sentential Stress]/[+Sentential 
Stress]/[Constituent Stress] (Sekerina 1997) or [F]/[CF] (Van Gelderen 2003) do 
exactly what they are not supposed to do - affect the interpretation. On a more 
conceptual level, features like [F], [CF], and the like are arguably not PF features at 
all. As argued in Slioussar (2007), it might be essentially wrong to assimilate Focus 
to stress. Topic and Focus are notions which are crucial for interpretation, i.e. they 
feed the Conceptual-Intentional system. Stress, on the other hand, is a matter of the 
Sensory-Motor system. If Focus is derived directly from stress it means that the 
Conceptual-Intentional system has direct access to sound strings and related 
information. But if that were the case “grammar as a form-meaning pairing device 
would not be necessary” (Slioussar 2007: 78).  
 
4.2.4.1 Slioussar’s (2007) model as compared to the present proposal 
The ideas presented in Slioussar’s (2007) work are similar to a certain extent to 
those defended in this thesis. Therefore, I would like to assess her work separately 
in order to show where our views diverge.  

I consider Slioussar’s analysis the most attractive one of those discussed 
above for the following reasons. First of all, her model respects the general 
principles of the theory. Namely, she does not resort to any cross-interface mapping 
rules that would allow a direct PF ↔ LF access. PF and LF effects of scrambling 
are directly read off the syntactic representation. Second, what makes her approach 
quite different from all the others and compatible with the present work is the fact 
that she changes the perspective on the trigger of scrambling and underlines the 
role of accessibility in accounting for various word order permutations. This is a 
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desirable move, because we have seen in chapter three that some of the movement 
operations are related not to IS encoding but to encoding of the referential giveness.  

Although I agree with the author that accessibility is important to account 
for scrambling in Russian, I consider substitution of Topic/Focus with Accessibility 
/Salience, respectively, to be incorrect. I argued above that giveness/newness 
(Slioussar’s Accessibility/Salience) are not IS notions at all. They are phenomena 
of a different level. An element can be inherently given, e.g. a pronoun. However, 
accessibility does not presuppose the IS status, i.e. a pronoun can be a topic as well 
as a focus.  

As to saliency, it is quite a confusing notion to include it into the 
grammatical inventory. Something can be salient but still accessible, as generally is 
the case with contrastive Topic/Focus. For instance, in (51) the fronted IOs can be 
said to be accessible via the set relation to the entity figuring in the question (your 
department), but salient as compared to the subject referent (your boss/Sergey 
Sergeevich).  
 
(51) (Context: How did your boss reward your department for the good 

performance?) 
 Načal’niku  otdela      Sergej Sergeevič   
 head.DAT  department.GEN Sergey Sergeevich.NOM     
 podpisal     povyšenie,    a  ostal’nym  on   
 sign.PST.MASC  promotion.ACC and rest.DAT.PL he.NOM   
 naznačil      premii.  
 award.PST.MASC bonuses.ACC  

‘Sergey Sergeevich signed the promotion for the Department Head and 
gave bonuses to the rest.’ 

 
In fact, sentences like (51) present a problem for Slioussar’s principle of free Edge-
motivated Internal Merge, repeated below. 
 
(52) If X is (re)merged above Y, the discourse entity corresponding to X is at 

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

 
According to (52) the rightmost and the leftmost constituents in a sentence with IS-
motivated Internal Merge are interpreted as the most salient and the most accessible 
respectively. Now let us consider (51) again. Movement of the IOs to the clause-
initial position is, what Slioussar calls, free Internal Merge, because it is not 
triggered by any Agree-type feature. According to the rule in (52), the IOs, 
načal’niku otdela ‘Department Head’ and ostal’ny’ ‘the rest’, must be more 
accessible and less salient than S, Sergey Sergeevič. However, the context does not 
support such a conclusion. Using the author’s definition of accessibility and 
salience, the amount of activation on the unit referring to the boss is certainly 
greater than on the units referring to the colleagues, e.g. načal’niku otdela 
‘Department Head’. Therefore the constituent encoding this discourse referent, 
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namely Sergey Sergeevič, is expected to be more accessible than the rest of the 
constituents and, as predicted by (52), to occur more to the left. The rule in (52) has 
a difficulty to deal with what can be called contrastive Topics. The latter are always 
the leftmost elements in the sentence. The tendency for contrastive, or shifted, 
topics to precede the material already present in the discourse, or continuous topics, 
is attested cross-linguistically (Benincà and Poletto 2004, Svenonius 2002a).  

To sum up, Slioussar’s model is close to mine in that accessibility is 
regarded as a possible trigger for scrambling. But it differs from mine since in her 
model accessibility replaces the more familiar notions Topic and Focus. In the 
present approach, accessibility complements Topic/Focus. I proposed the 
Scrambling Rule, based on accessibility, or D-linking, to account for cases where 
IS requirements seem to be violated, e.g. focus is fronted or elements within the 
focus domain are rearranged. Slioussar largely ignores sentences with preposed 
foci. She briefly notes that clause-initial focus can be a special construction where 
the focused element undergoes an IS-independent Agree-type movement to CP. 
However, it is hard to imagine what sort of agreement this could be. Constructions 
with clause-initial focus differ from those with canonical focus in emotional 
coloration but not in grammaticality. As to the middle-field focus, the author 
tentatively assumes that either CR is undergoing a shift from VO to OV, or it is 
developing a ‘tail’ strategy. However, she mentions in passing that a focus in the 
middle field is perceived as being more foregrounded than a postverbal one, which 
comes close to the characterization assumed in the present work.  
   
4.3 Focus preposing: does it exist?   
   
In this section I would like to go back to the question concerning the relevancy of 
focus typology for the derivation (Q3). In most of the analyses described in this 
chapter different foci (contrastive/narrow, i.e. preposed, versus informational/wide, 
i.e. clause-final) are treated differently. However, as described in chapter three, a 
preposed focus behaves similarly to the canonical focus in certain respects (e.g. 
with respect to Focus projection). Therefore, it might seem preferable to give both a 
uniform analysis, namely that the focus, whether preposed or not, is always in the 
same syntactic position and that its linear position is derived by some other means. 
Such an attempt has recently been made in the two independent analyses described 
below. 
 
4.3.1 Against focus movement: Junghanns (2001), Pereltsvaig (2004).  
In their recent works Junghanns (2001) and Pereltsvaig (2004) propose that 
preposing in sentences with non-final focus is only apparent. What seems to be a 
sentence-initial or a middle-field focus is, in fact, an ordinary clause-final focus 
followed by right dislocated constituents. I will coin these analyses R(ight) 
D(islocation) approach. The authors differ slightly in implementation of this idea, 
but the main point is the same. In technical terms, Junghanns assumes focus 
position to be associated with the right edge of the clause, i.e. CP. Pereltsvaig 
argues that it occupies the right edge of IP.  
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Let us consider the analysis of Junghanns first. The sentences in (53) have 
focus in a non-canonical position, indicated by bold face (adopted from Junghanns 
2001). 
 
(53) a. Neznakomec  ubil       staruhu. 
  stranger.NOM  kill.PST.MASC old.woman.ACC  
  
 b. Staruhu     neznakomec  ubil. 
  old.woman.ACC stranger.NOM kill.PST.MASC 
 
  ‘It was the stranger who killed the old woman.’  
 
Assuming the Copy Theory of Movement (Chomsky 1995), Junghanns proposes 
that structures like those in (53) are derived by copy and remerge of the entire CP 
to the right of the source CP. After that, complementary deletion takes place in the 
two CPs: in the source CP, the material following the focused constituent is 
deleted, while in the copied CP, the material that precedes the focus and the focus 
itself are deleted. The difference between (53a) and (53b) reflects the fact that in 
(53b) Topicalization of the object takes place prior to copying, while in (53a) it 
does not. Thus (53a) is an example of a pure RD, and (53b) is a combination of 
Topicalization and RD. The derivations for (53a) and (53b) are given in (54a) and 
(54b), respectively. Deletion is indicated by strikethrough.   
 
(54) a.   CP 
 
  CP(source)    CP (copy) 
 
 
         Neznakomec ubil staruhu  Neznakomec ubil staruhu 
 
 b.   CP 
 
  CP(source)    CP (copy) 
 
 
         Staruhui neznakomec ubil ti            Staruhui neznakomec ubil ti 
 
After deletion applies, the focus exponent turns out to be the rightmost constituent 
in its own, i.e. the source, CP.  

Pereltsvaig’s analysis technically differs from the one outlined above in 
that, since for her focus is restricted to the right edge of IP, the extraposed 
constituents undergo nested movements and right adjoin to IP.  

Both authors build their respective analyses on phonological properties of 
sentences with a non-canonical focus. They provide an acoustic analysis which 
shows that the part of the sentence that follows focus is pronounced with a flat 
intonation typical of extraposed constituents.  
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Pereltsvaig provides some additional arguments. She discusses data on re-
syllabification, which usually happens in Russian between a coda of the preceding 
and a vowel of the following word. Thus in (55a), under neutral intonation, the 
codas of the subject and the verb are resyllabified with the vowel of the following 
verb and DO, accordingly. However, if either the verb (55b) or the subject (55c) is 
focused, resyllabification is precluded.  
 
(55) a. Ivanov    otkryl        okno. 
  Ivanov.NOM  open.PST.MASC.SG window.ACC 
  ‘Ivanov opened the window’. 
   
  [i-va-no  vot-kry  lok-no] 
 
 b. Ivanov [otkryl]Focus okno. 
              [-yl]   [ok-no] 
 
 c. [Ivanov]Focus  otkryl okno. 
  [i-va-nof]    [ot-]  
 
According to Pereltsvaig this phonological process is syntactically restricted to IP 
in Russian. In other words, only elements within the same IP can be resyllabified. 
The lack of resyllabification in (55b) and (55c) is taken by the author to indicate 
that the focus and the constituents following it are not in the same IP. In particular, 
the DO in (55b) and the V and DO in (55c) are assumed to be right-dislocated and 
adjoined to the IP.  
 
4.3.2 What moves after all? 
In the present section I will show that the RD analyses described above cannot be 
on the right track.  
 First of all, RD, or ‘tail’ strategy, is not a productive rule of Russian (see 
also Slioussar 2007). According to the described analyses, sentences like (56) 
should be perfectly acceptable in Russian, on the analysis that the IO in (56a) and 
the DO and the PP in (56b) are right-dislocated. But, in fact, they are at best 
marginal. We will return to this point in chapter five.  
 
(56) a. ?? Andrej   ne  pokazal      svoju knigu   Marii.  
  Andrey.NOM NEG show.PST.MASC  REFL book.ACC Maria.DAT  
  ‘Andrej didn’t show HIS BOOK to Maria.’ 
 
 b. ?? Nikita  zaberet    zavtra  vešči    u   Very. 
  Nikita.NOM take.FUT.3SG tomorrow things.ACC from Vera  
  ‘Nikita will take his things from Vera TOMORROW.’ 
 
Furthermore, if RD analyses are right it should be impossible to have a preposed 
focused NPI followed by negation, as in (57).  
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(57) (Context: Who saw our new colleague?) 
 Nikto     ego   ne  videl.    
 nobody.NOM  he.ACC NEG see.PST.MASC   
 ‘NOBODY has seen him.’ 
 
On an RD analysis, the focused NPI in (57) indicates that the following constituents 
are dislocated. This should preclude NPI licensing, assuming that NPIs are strictly 
clause-bound in Russian (Brown 1999).     

Furthermore, focus in a non-canonical position is predicted to never have 
scope over the material that follows it. Actually, both authors argue for the 
background status of RD elements. This is not correct, as was shown in chapter 
three: a preposed focus does not narrow down the Focus domain. Even more 
challenging are sentences with a discontinuous Focus like (58). They are simply 
underivable under RD analyses.     
 
(58) (Context: What’s this noise? Did our dog break the fence?) 
 Da   net! Sosedskuyu košku   vaš Amur   
 PTCL no neighbor   cat.ACC  your Amour.NOM  
 zagryz. 
 bite.to.death.PST.MASC            
 ‘Oh no! Your Amour [killed the neighbor’s cat]Focus.’ 
 
Another prediction of any RD analysis is that a considerable freedom of word order 
is expected within the dislocated part. This is one of the tests often used to reveal 
RD (Vallduví 1992, Samek-Lodovici 2005). This expectation is not borne out. As 
shown, in (59) free reordering of post-focal constituents is not possible.    
 
(59) ?? Mašinu žene    podaril     Sergej.    
 car.ACC  wife.DAT  give.PST.MASC Sergey.NOM 
 ‘It’s a car that Sergey gave to his wife (as a present). ’ 
 
Similarly, it should in principle be possible to extrapose any of the sentence 
constituents. However this is not true either, as evidenced by (60), where the PP 
and the IO following the focused subject are extraposed on the RD analysis.   
 
(60) * Fotografii pokazal      otec     za  užinom    
 photos.ACC show.PST.MASC  father.NOM at  dinner.INST       
 detjam. 
 children.DAT   
 ‘It’s the father who showed children the pictures during dinner.’ 
 
 Irrespective of how exactly the subject gets focused (by moving everything across 
it or by right adjunction to VP), there are no obvious reasons why RD cannot apply 
in (60). But as revealed by a corpus study carried out by Slioussar (2007), nothing 
can follow the focused subject in VS sentences in Russian. This is a problem not 
only for RD analyses of postfocal material, but for all the analyses (of which there 
are many) where clause-final subject focus is derived by right adjunction to VP: if 

  



 114 

focus adjoins to VP nothing should preclude adjoining background material to CP 
or IP.    
    The prosodic motivation for the RD analysis of preposed foci is not very 
persuasive either. The fact that focus is phonologically set off as well as the lack of 
resyllabification with the post-focal element(s) can be explained without resort to 
RD. All the examples provided by the authors have narrow focus. The prosodic 
property of this type of focus in Russian is that the focused constituent forms a 
separate phonological phrase (Alter, Mleinek, and Richter 2001). This means that 
there is a phrasal boundary not only between the focus and the material that follows 
but also between the focus and the material that precedes it. As shown by Alter 
(1997), narrow focus on the object in an SVO sentence (61b) precludes regressive 
voice assimilation between the coda of the verb and the onset of the focused object, 
which usually happens in neutral contexts (61a).  
 
(61) a. Zavhoz   zavez       zakaz. 
  factor.NOM deliver.PST.MASC order.ACC  
  ‘The factor delivered the order.’  
 
  [zavhoz]  [zavez:ak’az] 
 
 b. Zavhoz  zavez  [zakaz]Focus. 
  [zavhoz]  [zavez # zak’az] 
 
The data in (61) echo the resyllabification facts discussed by Pereltsvaig (2003), 
depicted in (55). In (55b), for example, resyllabification fails not only with the 
post-focal DO but also with the subject preceding it as well. Therefore, following 
the logic of the author, we would be forced to conclude that either the focused 
constituent itself is dislocated or the material preceding it is not in the same clause 
with it. However, this is not what the authors aim to show. In the face of the 
prosodic properties of narrow focus (Alter 1997, Alter, Mleinek, and Richter 2001), 
the arguments put forth by Junghanns (2001) and Pereltsvaig (2004) lose their 
strength.    
 To sum up, provided the challenges faced by RD analyses of preposed 
focus I eschew this approach and maintain the preposing hypothesis, i.e. what 
moves in CR sentences with medial and left-peripheral focus is the focus exponent 
itself.    
 
4.4 Scrambling and binding 
 
Before we proceed to the analysis of word order freedom in Russian, I would like 
to clarify one issue. As we have seen above, the possible landing sites of scrambled 
elements are often identified as A or A’ on the basis of binding possibilities from 
these new positions. In this section I review Binding as a diagnostics. I argue that it 
should not be considered a decisive factor in determining movement/position types. 
Note that all the sentences to be discussed here must be considered under neutral 
downgrading intonation.    
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 Let us start with anaphor binding. As argued by Bailyn (1995b) on the 
basis of the example in (62), short scrambling in Russian can marginally give rise 
to new binding possibilities, but only if an antecedent IO scrambles over an 
anaphoric DO. Recall that for Bailyn the underlying order of arguments 
corresponds to DO > IO.   
 
(62) a. *Mama    predstavila      drug drugai     Petrovymi 
  mother.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  each other.ACC  Petrovs.DAT  

 
 b. ? Mama    predstavila      Petrovymi   drug drugai   tIO.   
  mother.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  Petrovs.DAT  each other.ACC 
  
  ‘The mother introduced the Petrovs to each other.’ 
                         [Bailyn 1995b: 23] 
 
In case an anaphoric IO scrambles over an antecedent DO no new binding 
possibilities are argued to arise.  
 
(63) a. Mama     predstavila      Petrovyhi    drug drugui. 
  mother.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  Petrovs.ACC  each other.DAT  

 
 b. Mama     predstavila      drug drugui     Petrovyhi  tIO. 
  mother.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  each other.DAT  Petrovs.ACC  
   
  ‘The mother introduced Petrovs to each other.’    
                         [Bailyn 1995b: 22] 
 
Therefore, according to Bailyn (1995b), short scrambling in Russian is compatible 
with either A- (62) or A’-movement (63).  
 Sekerina (1997), who assumes the opposite base order, i.e. IO > DO, 
mostly agrees with Bailyn’s judgments, but grades (62b) as unacceptable. 
Therefore, on Sekerina’s view, (63) is equated with (62), for in neither of them 
binding relations are changed.   
 In chapter two, I presented some data showing that binding relations 
between a DO and an IO depend on the surface position of the antecedent. The data 
is repeated below.  
 
(64) a. Svaha       pokazala     partnerami   drug drugai.   
  matchmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM  partners.DAT each other.ACC  
  
 b. Svaha       pokazala     partnerovi   drug drugui.  
  matchmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM partners.ACC each other.DAT   
 
 a’. ??/* Svaha     pokazala     drug drugai    partnerami. 
  matchmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM each other.ACC  partners.DAT 
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 b’.  ??/* Svaha    pokazala     drug drugui    partnerovi.    
  mathmaker.NOM  show.PST.FEM each other.DAT  partners.ACC 
 
  ‘The matchmaker showed the partners to each other.’  
 
The same behavior (i.e. lack of reconstruction) was shown to hold with respect to 
variable binding. The relevant data are given in (65).  
 
(65) a. Ja    otdala     [každomu studentu]i   egoi  rabotu. 
  I.NOM give.PST.FEM every   student.DAT  his  work.ACC 

 
 b. * Ja    otdala      egoi rabotu   [každomu studentu]i. 
  I.NOM  give.PST.FEM  his work.ACC  every   student.DAT 
   
  ‘I gave every student his work back.’     

 
 c. Ja     otdala     [každuju  rabotu ]i   eei avtoru. 
  I.NOM give.PST.FEM every   work.ACC  its author.DAT 

 
 d. * Ja   otdala      eei avtoru    [každuju  rabotu]i.  
  I.NOM give.PST.FEM  her author.DAT every   work.ACC 
 
  ‘I gave every work to its author.’     
 
On the basis of (64-65) short scrambling seems to exhibit clear A-movement 
properties. The situation remains the same if we move an element to the sentence-
initial position. This is shown in (66) for variable binding and in (67) for anaphor.   
 
(66) a. * Ja   otvela      egoi roditeljam   [každogo rebenka]i. 
  I.NOM bring.PST.FEM    his parents.DAT  every   child.ACC 
 
 b. [Každogo rebenka]i ja    otvela      egoi  roditeljam  tDO. 
  every  child.ACC  I.NOM bring.PST.FEM his  parents.DAT 
   
  ‘I took every child to his parents.’ 
 
(67) a. *Vospitatel’        nedavno predstavil       drug 
  kindergarten.teacher.NOM  recently introduce.PST.MASC  each  
  drugui    rebjati. 
  other.DAT  children.ACC 
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 b. Rebjati    vospitatel’         nedavno       
   children.ACC kindergarten.teacher.NOM  recently  
  predstavil       drug drugui   tDO.  
  introduce.PST.MASC each other.DAT  
 
  ‘The kindergarten teacher recently introduced children to each other.’ 
 
To sum up, anaphoric binding relations between two internal arguments can be 
changed if one of them scrambles over the other. However, if we consider binding 
between an external and an internal argument we get somewhat different results.    

As shown in (68) and (69) for anaphor binding and in (70) for variable 
binding, when an internal argument scrambles over an external argument no 
changes in binding are attested.36  
 
(68) a. * Svojai mama     porugala     Maksimai. 
  REFL  mother.NOM scold.PST.FEM Max.ACC 
  
 b. * Maksimai svojai  mama     porugala   tDO. 
  Max.ACC  REFL  mother.NOM scold.PST.FEM 
   
  ‘Hisi mother scolded Maxi.’ 
 
(69) a. Maksimi   očen’ ljubit     svojui mamu. 
  Max.NOM  much love.PRS.3SG REFL mother.ACC  
 
 b. [Svojui mamu]    Maksimi   očen’ ljubit tDO. 
  REFL  mother.ACC  Max.NOM  much  love.PRS.3SG 
   
  ‘Maxi loves hisi mother a lot.’ 
 
(70) a. Každyji čelovek    očen’ dorožit     svoeji  žizn’ju. 
  Every  person.NOM  much value.PRS.3SG  REFL  life.INST 
 
 b. [Svoeji žizn’ju]   každyji čelovek    očen’ dorožit tDO. 
  REFL  life.INST every  person.NOM  much value.PRS.3SG  
   
  ‘Every person values his life a lot.’ 
 
In (68) an anaphor within the subject remains ungrammatical whether or not the 
potential antecedent precedes it (68b). On the other hand, if the subject functions as 
an antecedent, binding is undisturbed even if the anaphor scrambles over it (69b). 

                                                   
36 There is a complementary distribution between personal pronouns and reflexives in 
Russian: subjects can only bind reflexives, with both possessive and arbitrary reading, 
objects are incompatible with reflexives in either meaning, and require a pronominal 
bindee.    
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Similarly in (70b) the fronted object remains properly bound by the quantified 
subject.        

Interestingly, this internal/external argument asymmetry with respect to 
reconstruction is exhibited only with anaphor and variable binding. If we consider 
reconstruction for Condition C (R-expression), we find no difference between 
external and internal arguments. Consider the situation for internal arguments first.   
 
(71) a. My    otdali    Arinei    eei  rabotu. 
  we.NOM give.PST.PL Arina.DAT her work.ACC 

 
 b. * My   otdali     eei rabotu     Arinei   tDO. 
  we.NOM give.PST.PL  her work.ACC  Arina.DAT  

 
 c. * My   eei rabotu    otdali     Arinei   tDO.   
  we.NOM her work.ACC  give.PST.PL  Arina.DAT 
  
 d. * Eei rabotu    my    otdali      Arinei  tDO.  
  her  work.ACC  we.NOM give.PST.PL  Arina.DAT  
   
  ‘We gave Arina her work back.’ 
 
(72) a. * Ja   predstavila      eei sestre     Ol’gui.    
  I.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  her sister.DAT  Olga.ACC 
  
 b. Ja    predstavila      Ol’gui    eei sestre  tDO.   
  I.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  Olga.ACC  her sister.DAT 
  
 c. Ja    Ol’gui    predstavila      eei  sestre  tDO.   
  I.NOM Olga.ACC  introduce.PST.FEM  her sister.DAT 
  
 d. Ol’gui    ja    predstavila      eei sestre  tDO.     
  Olga.ACC  I.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  her sister.DAT 
   
  ‘I introduced Olga to her sister.’ 
 
(71a) is grammatical since an R-expression is not c-commanded by a pronoun. The 
sentences (71b-d), where the phrase containing a pronoun scrambles over an R-
expression, are ruled out as Condition C violations. In (72) scrambling, on the 
opposite, remedies the violation.  
 The same effects of scrambling (i.e. lack of reconstruction) are attested for 
subject-object relations, as shown in (73-74). 
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(73) a. *Eei  muž      oskorbil      Marijui. 
  her  husband.NOM offend.PST.MASC Maria.ACC    
  
 b. Marijui   eei muž      oskorbil  tDO.  
  Maria.ACC her husband.NOM offend.PST.MASC 
   
  ‘Her husband offended Maria.’ 
 
(74) a. Muž      Mariii    oskorbil       eei. 
  husband.NOM  Maria.GEN offend.PST.MASC  she.ACC 
  
 b. *Eei     muž       Mariii    oskorbil  tDO. 
    she.ACC  husband.NOM  Maria.GEN  offend.PST.MASC  
   
  ‘Maria’s husband offended her.’ 
 
Thus we have the following two-way split with respect to reconstruction effects 
exhibited by scrambling in Russian. First, there is a distinction between 
reconstruction for anaphor and variable binding, on the one hand, and 
reconstruction for Condition C, on the other. With respect to the latter no 
reconstruction is attested altogether. Scrambling either incurs or improves 
violations of Condition C. Second, as to anaphor and variable binding, we observed 
internal/external argument asymmetry. There is no reconstruction when one 
internal argument scrambles over the other. However, the scrambled XP displays 
reconstruction effects when the corresponding relations between an internal and an 
external argument are evaluated.  
 Based on the data given above it is quite challenging to characterize 
clause-internal scrambling as either A or A’-movement. This led some researchers 
to classify it as a mixed type (Sekerina 1997).  
 The notion of reconstructions has been losing its importance with the 
Minimalist Program. With emergence of the Copy Theory of movement it became 
possible to give a derivational account for phenomena exhibiting reconstruction 
effects, e.g. to Binding (Saito 2003, Bailyn in press). In essence, a derivational 
theory postulates that various interpretive requirements, e.g. those of Binding, can 
be satisfied as the derivation evolves. If this is so, identification of a landing site as 
A or A’ based on binding possibilities becomes impossible. For instance, as shown 
by Bailyn (in press), A’- on a par with A-movement can create new anaphoric 
relations. Bailyn illustrates this point with the English example (75) and a Russian 
example of long scrambling (76). 
 
(75) a. *Johni knows that Mary showed [a new picture of himselfi] to 
  Susan. 

 
 b. Johni wonders [which picture of himselfi] Mary showed to Susan. 
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(76) a. Tyj     hočeš’     čtoby   Sašai    našel  
  you.NOM  want.PRS.2SG that.SUBJ Sasha.NOM find.PST.MASC    
  [svoegoi/*j druga]? 
  REFL  friend.ACC 

 
 b. Tyj    [svoegoi/?j druga]    hočeš’      čtoby     
  you.NOM REFL   friend.ACC want.PRS.2SG  that.SUBJ  
  Sašai    našel  tDO ? 
  Sasha.NOM find.PST.MASC  
 
  ‘Do you want that Sasha finds his/your friend?’ 
 
It should be noted that Russian examples like (76b) under j co-indexing are not 
unanimously accepted by native speakers and the degree of grammaticality ranges 
as well. For instance, Bailyn, who takes the example from Antonenko (2006), 
grades it as deviant. Glushan (2006) considers such examples to be fully 
acceptable. In my idiolect they are worse than just marginal. However, there is 
evidence to believe that wh-movement, which is a clear A’-specie, can also create 
new binding configurations in Russian. This is shown in (77). 
 
(77) a. Ivani    hočet     čtoby   Ol’gaj     nakazala  
  Ivan.NOM  want.PRS.3SG that.SUBJ Olga.NOM punish.PST.FEM 
  svoego*i/j syna.     
  REFL  son.ACC 
  ‘Ivan wants that Olga punishes her/*his son.’ 

 
 b. Kogo iz  svoihi/j detej   Ivani    hočet     čtoby    
  which of  REFL  kids.ACC Ivan.NOM  want.PRS.3SG that.SUBJ    
  Olgaj     nakazala?    
  Olga.NOM  punish.PST.FEM   
  ‘Which of her/his children Ivan wants that Olga punishes?’ 
 
In (77a) the reflexive within the DO can only be bound by the embedded-clause 
subject. If, however, the DO is wh-moved into the matrix clause, co-indexing with 
the matrix clause subject is rendered possible. Assuming that on its way to the 
matrix clause the wh-phrase passes through the edge of the embedded CP, it 
becomes accessible to the higher antecedent.  

Adopting the derivational approach to Binding, I assume that binding 
relations can be fixed at any point in the derivation. Therefore, no recourse to 
position/movement type is necessary or important in this respect. What we see from 
the data discussed above is that in Russian Binding tends to be determined on the 
basis of the final position of an element, although sometimes the initial or an 
intermediate site is taken for evaluation.  

The main conclusion to draw from this section is that using binding as a 
way to argue for A or A’ status of scrambling in Russian does not provide 
satisfactory results. This might very well apply universally. It has been argued by 
different researchers that many interpretational distinctions, including binding, are 
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sensitive to IS (Ionin 2001, Lahousse 2007, Erteschik-Shir 2007). Since IS is 
encoded via word order in Russian, it is not surprising that Binding can be read off 
the surface structure.    
               
4.5 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter I raised some questions concerning the role of syntax in encoding IS 
in Russian. First, I considered the issue of the role of Edge features versus the role 
of Agree features in the derivation of various orderings (Q1). The working 
hypothesis I entertain is that overt movement in Russian is, by and large, IS 
motivated. I tested this hypothesis against the analyses that argue for IS-unrelated 
nature of certain movement operations, namely [EPP]-driven movements. The 
conclusion I came to was that there are no obvious reasons why these cases should 
not be considered on a par with other cases of scrambling. First, it was shown that 
the phenomenon of oblique subjecthood is not attested to the extent claimed 
previously. Second, I addressed the issue of whether a grammatical subject always 
undergoes EPP-driven movement to SpecTP and came to the conclusion that it 
does, unless it is assigned either [Topic] or [Focus] feature in which case it has to 
undergo Criterial checking and the SpecTP is filled by a null expletive.     

Next, I reviewed several existing studies on the syntax-IS interaction in 
Russian in order to find out whether any purely syntactic requirements are assumed 
to be involved in IS encoding (Q2 and Q3). It was shown that previous analyses of 
Russian preclude the possibility that IS-motivated movements are triggered by the 
same factors and proceed in the same way as other syntactic operations, i.e. by 
feature matching. IS features, if recognized at all, are assumed to be “special” in 
that, although they trigger movement in narrow syntax, they become visible only 
later, at the IS or PF level. These analyses were argued to face some serious 
challenges. In particular, none of the existing approaches can account for the 
similarities between the canonical and the preposed focus, on the one hand, and the 
differences between the middle-field and the left-peripheral focus, on the other. In 
many analyses, theoretically questionable rightward movement is involved to 
derive the required order of constituents.  

The skepticism concerning the existence of dedicated Topic/Focus 
positions is based on the fact that the landing sites of scrambled constituents do not 
exhibit uniform properties in all cases. For example, the widely-used Binding 
diagnostics show that the constituents of various categories can display various 
binding behavior under scrambling, which is often taken as an argument against 
TopP/FocP. However, in the last section of this chapter I discarded this argument 
and showed that Binding is orthogonal to position identification.     
 

  



 122 

 
 
 
 

  



 123 

CHAPTER 5  
THE SYNTAX OF TOPIC AND FOCUS IN RUSSIAN  
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
To remind the reader, the data description in chapter three revealed the following 
picture. There are two main reasons for word order variation in Russian. First, the 
base order can be altered by the IS rule repeated in (1). And secondly, constituents 
can be preposed due to the Scrambling Rule given in (2).    
 
(1) IS Ordering Rule 

Topic > Discourse Neutral Material (DNM) > Focus 
  
(2) Scrambling Rule  

A D-linked constituent should be preposed to a position in the pre-verbal 
area.  

 
The outcome of the two rules largely coincides in case of non-focal constituents. 
Since Topic and DNM are usually D-linked, both (1) and (2) license their 
movement. With respect to Focus, however, (1) and (2) contradict each other: (1) 
requires focus to be postposed, while (2) opens the possibility of preposing. The 
Scrambling Rule does not impose any requirements on the exact position of the 
moved constituent. As we saw in chapter three, scrambling in Russian subsumes 
movements of various distances. An element can move to the area between the 
subject and the verb (referred to as the middle field), or it can be moved to a 
peripheral pre-subject position. This is summarized in (3).        
 
(3) [CP XPi  [IP S…(XPi)…V [vP  ti ]]]  
 
What differentiates between the two domains is the IS rule in (1). Leaving Focus 
aside for a moment, the middle field hosts DNM, i.e. elements which are discourse-
anaphoric but do not figure prominently in the information structuring of the 
sentence. The constituent moving to a pre-subject position automatically gets 
interpreted as Topic, as it was defined in chapter one.   

Given that topicality can be understood as aboutness (Reinhart 1982) and 
as familiarity (Prince 1981), we can say that an element moved to the CP field is 
topical primarily in the sense of aboutness, and only optionally in the sense of 
familiarity. By and large, the CP-internal topic is chosen among the constituents 
denoting familiar discourse referents, but it can also be otherwise. This happens 
when a new Topic is introduced into the discourse. New Topics are not so 
pervasive in the oral discourse and are mostly restricted to the literary style, e.g. in 
the beginning of a story. However, their existence points to the fact that familiarity 
is not crucial for an aboutness topic. Movement to the middle field, on the other 
hand, is related to topichood in the sense of familiarity only. Usually both kinds are 
referred to as Topic in syntactic literature, due to their similar syntactic behavior. 
However, we will see later that the distinction is important, and in order to maintain 
it, I will refer to the aboutness topic as strong and to simply discourse-anaphoric 
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ones as weak. If we decompose Topic into features [+/-about] and [+/-D], a strong 
Topic is defined as [+about, +/-D]. A weak topic is necessarily [-about, +D].   

Recall that focus can also be D-linked, in which case it can leave its 
canonical clause-final position. It means that [D] is freely assigned to any element 
independently of its IS status. The defining characteristic of Focus is that it is the 
informative part of a sentence. I encode this property by the feature [+info]37. Thus 
Focus can be characterized by the feature complex [+info; +/-D]. Recall that a D-
linked focus can occur either inside the middle field or sentence initially. The latter 
position was shown to require a much stronger link to the previous discourse and to 
relate to the speaker’s attitude. I indicate this special property of the sentence-initial 
focus by putting a star on its [+D] feature. As will be shown later on, this 
interpretive component of the CP-internal focus is a by-product of its being at the 
Edge of the phase which is semantically a proposition.    
 Given the data described earlier in this thesis, the correlation between the 
position of an element and its discourse function can be summarized in the 
following way.  
 
Table 5. The correlation between the position and the interpretation of a constituent 
 
 CP Middle Field vP 
topic [+/-D] 

[+about] 
[+D] 
[-about] 

[+D] 
[-about] 

focus [+D]* 

[+info] 
[+D] 
[+info] 
 

[+/-D] 
[+info] 
 

  
As shown in table 5, there is no purely focal or topical domain. For example, the vP 
domain, i.e. post-verbal positions (recall from chapter two that I assume V-to-Asp 
movement), although used primarily for focusing can also host a topical element, as 
in (4), where the pronoun follows the verb but precedes the focus.   
 
(4) (Context: Who did you give my book to?) 
 Ja    otdala     [ee]DNM [Volode]Focus. 
 I.NOM give.PST.FEM it.ACC Volodya.DAT 
 ‘I gave it to VOLODYA.’ 
 
Nevertheless, depending on the IS function, a given domain will impose certain 
requirements. For instance, with respect to topics, only CP can accommodate a 
strong topic. As to focus, a CP-internal or a middle field focus is necessarily [+D], 
and a CP-internal one implies a special interpretation, indicated in the table by the 
star.  
 Given that the syntactic position of a constituent depends on its pragmatic 
(or semantic) feature composition, it is plausible to assume a direct syntax-
semantics correlation in what concerns IS. My goal here is to find out to what 
                                                   
37 [+info] stands for [+informative]. This feature does not relate to the New Information 
versus Contrastive Focus distinction.   
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extent syntax predetermines IS. Or in other words, how much of IS is encoded 
directly in syntax.     
 As shown above, clausal edges figure prominently in IS encoding. The 
middle field is a more obscure area. It is only sensitive to D-linking properties of an 
element. Moreover, the exact architecture of the IP domain is still largely under-
explored not only for Russian, but generally. Therefore I leave out the discussion of 
the Russian middle field scrambling and concentrate rather on the clausal edges. In 
what follows, I discuss the role of vP and CP in IS encoding in the language 
addressing the following questions:     
 

(i) How can we explain the clause-final orientation of focus? 
(ii) Which IS-related positions are activated within the Russian left 

periphery? 
 
The chapter is organized as follows. I start out by addressing question (ii). Section 
5.2 deals with Topicalization and Focus movement to the left periphery of the 
clause. These are operations that were well attested cross-linguistically. It will be 
shown that, by and large, the Russian CP is structurally similar to the template 
proposed by Rizzi (1997) and widely accepted in the literature. However, a certain 
modification will be introduced to the assumption concerning topic iteration. It will 
be shown that not all types of topics are freely recursive, and a typology of topic 
will be introduced that finds syntactic motivation. In the second part of the chapter 
(section 5.3) I consider question (i). I argue against the in-situ analysis of the 
canonical clause-final focus in Russian. The major claim defended in this section is 
that there is a dedicated focus position low in the clause. This position is assumed 
to be a constituent of the clause-internal edge domain that crowns the verb phrase 
(vP). Section 5.4 concludes the chapter.    
                     
5.2 IS encoding within CP  
 
5.2.1 Background 
The seminal work of Rizzi (1997) paved the way to explorations into the structure 
and function of the clausal periphery. The original format of the CP domain 
proposed by Rizzi is repeated in (5). 
 
(5) [ForceP Forceo [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco [TopP Topo [FinP Fino ]]]]] 
 
The schema in (5) was developed on the basis of Italian data a sample of which is 
given in (6). The demonstrative questo is assumed to be in the focus position 
surrounded by topics: a Gianni on the left, and domani on the right. 
 
(6) A Gianni QUESTO domani  gli dovrete   dire.  
 to Gianni this    tomorrow him you.should  tell  
 ‘To Gianni, THIS, tomorrow, you should tell.’ [Rizzi 1997: 291] 
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In his later works Rizzi further refines the structure of CP including a separate 
position, ModP, for fronted modifiers (Rizzi 2001a) and another slot, InterP, for 
interrogative phrases (Rizzi 2001b). The revised schema looks like (7). 
 
(7) [ForceP Forceo [TopP Topo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco [ModP Modo  

[TopP Topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]   
 
The appearance of the two new positions in the CP structure, although providing 
more room for movement, does not alter the order of the discourse-related 
projection, namely TopP and FocP, which are of crucial importance for the present 
work. The idea of TopP recursion is preserved. Moreover, as becomes clear from 
(7), topics can occur in practically any position within the CP. Rizzi (2001a) 
exempts topics from Minimality principles, which can be expected if TopP can 
project freely relative to other functional heads.   
 Benincà and Poletto (2004) and Benincà (2006) criticize Rizzi in what 
concerns the relatively free placement of TopPs. It is instead argued that no topic 
position exists lower than FocP. The authors propose that topic and focus are 
related not just to distinct positions but to distinct fields within the CP, strictly 
ordered with respect to each other. On their analysis the topic field necessarily 
precedes the focus field. Each of the fields is internally complex. They distinguish 
between different types of topics and foci which occur in a rather strict order within 
the respective fields. The generalized schema of the clausal periphery drawn by 
Benincà (2006) is represented in (8). The fields are separated from each other by 
curly brackets. The topic field is given in italics and the focus field in bold face.   
 
(8) [ForceP]   {Frame [SceneSetP][ HangTop]}{Theme [LD][ListTop]} 
 {Foc [I FocP][II FocP]}  [ FinP]   
 
As shown in (8), the topic field is made up of two sub-fields: Frame and Theme 
domains. The former hosts scene setting adverbials and Hanging Topics in the 
order shown in (8). This Frame sublayer of the topic field encodes the global Topic 
and/or sets the spatio-temporal frame of the sentence. The lower Theme layer 
corresponds to the sentence-level topic which can be of two kinds: Left-Dislocated 
(LD) Topic and List Topic. LD Topics stand for simply known referents. A List 
Topic is what is otherwise known as Contrastive Topic, i.e. it is chosen from a 
closed set of known entities and contrasted to the other members of the set. An LD 
and a List Topic can co-occur in a fixed order shown in (8).  
 As to the focus field, the authors argue that it is comprised of a Contrastive 
(I FocP) and a New Information (II FocP) Focus. These can be present 
simultaneously in which case I FocP precedes II FocP. Such a situation is 
illustrated in (9). 
 
(9) [A  Giorgio]CF, [questo libro]NIF, devi  dare.  
 to  Giorgio  this   book  must give   
 ‘You must give this book to Giorgio.’         
                   [Benincà and Poletto 2004: 61]    
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The two accounts (i.e. Rizzi’s versus Benincà and Poletto’s) differ most crucially 
with respect to the focus position. For Rizzi, recursion is one of the factors on 
which topic differs from focus in that the latter is subject to the uniqueness 
requirement – there can be only one focus per clause. Benincà and Poletto, on the 
other hand, allow for recursion of focus within the CP as well. Thus what counts as 
New Information Focus in (9) for Benincà and Poletto is analyzed as Topic by 
Rizzi.     
 All of the abovementioned left-peripheral structures were worked out on 
the basis on Italian data. However, crosslinguistic research has revealed that the 
structure can be successfully applied to other languages, albeit some additional 
assumptions and minor language-particular modifications (Puskas 1997, Oshima 
2001, Schwarz 2003, Aboh 2004, Frey 2006, Frascarelli and Puglielli 2007, Bocci 
2007, etc.). In what follows, I examine the composition and the internal structure of 
the CP in Russian. The discussion will evolve around the IS-related information 
encoding, i.e. I will be interested in the part of the structure sandwiched between 
ForceP and FinP. Properties associated with the latter two phrases will not be 
touched upon here.  
         
5.2.2 Structuring the Russian CP 
 
5.2.2.1 Topicalization 
Before we start the discussion, I would like to remind the reader that I take a 
preverbal subject as delineating the inflectional field on the left. Thus constituents 
preceding it are assumed to be situated within the CP domain.  
 In Russian more than one topical constituent can be fronted to a pre-
subject position. This is illustrated by the examples given below (the peripheral 
constituents are in square brackets). 
 
(10) a. [Ob  etom dele]  [so  mnoj]  Kira    ešče  ne    
  about this  matter  with  I.INST Kira.NOM yet  NEG     
  govorila.  
  talk.PST.FEM     
  ‘Kira has not talked to me about this matter yet.’ 
  
 b. [Na včerašnej večerinke]  [etu devušku] [nam]  Saša       
  on yesterday party.LOC  this girl.ACC we.DAT Sasha.NOM     
  tak  i   ne   predstavil. 
  PTCL PTCL NEG introduce.PST.MASC 
  ‘Sasha did not introduce this girl to us at yesterday’s party.’ 
 
Topics fronted into the CP are quite freely ordered with respect to each other: (11) 
illustrates possible alternations of (10b). 
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(11) a. [etu devušku] [na včerašnej večerinke] [nam]  Saša     tak     
  this girl.ACC on yesterday party    we.DAT Sasha.NOM PTCL  
  i   ne  predstavil. 
  PTCL NEG introduce.PST.MASC 
  
 b. [etu devušku] [nam]  [na včerašnej večerinke  Saša     tak     
  this girl.ACC we.DAT on yesterday party.LOC Sasha.NOM PTCL  
  i   ne  predstavil. 
  PTCL NEG introduce.PST.MASC 
  
 c. [nam]   [na včerašnej večerinke] [etu devušku] Saša    tak  
  we.DAT on yesterday party.LOC this girl.ACC Sasha.NOM PTCL     
  i   ne  predstavil. 
  PTCL NEG introduce.PST.MASC 
 
  ‘Sasha did not introduce this girl to us at yesterday’s party.’ 
 
In fact, topic preposing generally does not induce any Minimality effects. As 
evidenced by (12), topics scrambled into the middle field also exercise the freedom 
of ordering.  

 
(12) a. My    Sergejuj   [etu novost’]k  ne  rasskažem tj tk.  
  we.NOM Sergey.DAT this news.ACC  NEG tell.FUT.1PL         
  
 b. My    [etu novost’]k  Sergejuj   ne  rasskažem tj tk.    
  we.NOM this news.ACC  Sergey.DAT NEG tell.FUT.1PL  
 
  ‘We will not tell Sergey this news.’ 
 
The above description seems to fit nicely into Rizzi’s template shown in (5) and (7) 
and repeated below, wherein TopPs are generated quite freely in the left periphery 
of the clause relative to its other inhabitants.  
 
(13) a. [ForceP Forceo [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco [TopP Topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]         
                            [Rizzi 1997] 
 

b. [ForceP Forceo [TopP Topo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco [ModP Modo  
  [TopP Topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 

                            [Rizzi 2001a]   
 
Because of the lack of Minimality Rizzi (2001a) proposes that topic chains are 
special species among A’- dependencies. He attributes their special behavior to the 
fact that topics do not carry any positive feature specification relevant for 
Minimality, which are +/-Arg(umental), +/-Mod(ificational), +/-Q(uantificational). 
In other words, topics are neither argumental nor modificational or quantificational 
entities.  
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Given the data in (11-12), I adopt Rizzi’s assumption concerning the 
“special” nature of topics in my work, but with a little proviso. Namely, I propose 
that not all topics are so plain in what concerns their feature specification. And this 
brings us to the question concerning TopP recursion.  

As mentioned above, the idea about sporadic iteration of topic projections 
has been refuted by Benincà and Poletto (2004) and Benincà (2006), who argue for 
a typology of Topics and a well-defined order in which they are projected. The 
hypothesis that Topic classification has a syntactic reflex has found some 
crosslinguistic support (Frascarelli and Puglielli 2007, Frey 2006, Frascarelli and 
Hinterhölzl 2007). Russian can be regarded as another empirical evidence for a 
differentiated approach to Topicalization. 

While both (10b) and (11) are grammatical, there is a certain pragmatic 
difference between these examples. The leftmost constituent is felt to stand for the 
most relevant subject of the discussion. For example, (10b), given without any 
context, simply describes what happened during the party. (11a-b) are more 
felicitous if the interlocutors are talking about a new girl present at the party. 
Finally, (11c) is coherent in the discourse where the center of attention is the 
speaker. In other words, the leftmost element is perceived as the most salient topic 
in the discourse situation, i.e. it functions as a strong aboutness topic. The 
constituents that follow it are simply given or weak topics. Moreover, the leftmost 
constituent is often felt to involve a certain degree of contrast. This is especially 
clear in (11c), where the fronted constituent is a personal pronoun.  

As a matter of fact, when one of the topics is clearly contrastive, it has to 
precede all the others. Apart from a typical contrastive accent, there is a discourse 
particle in Russian that disambiguously signals a contrastive topic. This particle is –
to. A comprehensive study on this particle is provided in McCoy (2001) who 
defines its function as “marking the set of sets of propositions which is generated 
by introducing alternatives to the kontrastive link and the contrastive rheme” (2001: 
121), and states that “-to cliticizes to the kontrastive element within the link” (2001: 
121).  
 Using –to as an indicator of contrastive Topicalization, we can see from 
(14) that the position of a contrastive topic relative to other topical constituents 
within the CP is restricted to the left edge of the clause. The deviance of (14 b-c) 
shows that it cannot follow or intermingle with weak topics fronted to the CP. For 
illustrative purposes, I put the contrastive topic in italics, and weak topics are given 
in square brackets.  
 
(14) a. Mužčine-to  [v  takuju bumagu]   [podarok]  ja    by     
  man.DAT-TO into such paper.ACC gift.ACC I.NOM COND  
  ne   stala      upakovyvat’. 
  NEG AUX.PST.FEM pack.INF 
  
      b. ?? [V takuju bumagu]   mužčine-to   [podarok] ja    by   
   into such paper.ACC man.DAT-TO gift.ACC I.NOM COND  
  ne  stala      upakovyvat’.  
  NEG AUX.PST.FEM pack.INF 
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 c. ?? [V takuju bumagu]   [podarok] mužčine-to   ja    by   
   into such paper.ACC gift.ACC man.DAT-TO I.NOM COND    
   ne  stala      upakovyvat’. 
   NEG AUX.PST.FEM pack.INF 
 
  ‘For a man, I would not pack a gift into such paper.’ 
 
It is often claimed in literature that, what I call, strong topic should be further split 
into two subtypes: contrastive topic and aboutness topic, and that they are hosted by 
two separate projections within the CP (Benincà and Poletto 2004, Frascarelli and 
Hinterhölzl 2007). I would like to oppose this view, at least for Russian. The reason 
for this is the following: an aboutness topic may or may not be contrastive, while a 
contrastive topic is, as a rule, an aboutness topic at the same time. I illustrate this 
point with the following discourse situations. 
 
(15) a. (Context: What can you tell me about Camilla?) 
  Kamillu    vse    sčitajut      nesnosnoj. 
  Camilla.ACC all.NOM  consider.PRS.3PL unbearable.INST       
  ‘Everybody considers Camilla unbearable.’  
 
 b. (Context: How old is Camilla?) 
  Ee drugu      pjat’desjat, a  ona    let    na desjat’  
  her boyfriend.DAT  fifty    but she.NOM years.GEN for ten 
  molože. 
  younger. 
  ‘Her boyfriend is fifty, and she is approximately ten years younger.’ 

 
In both examples Camilla is a global discourse topic. In (15a) this DP is also an 
ordinary strong sentence-level topic. The sentence tells us something about the 
individual this DP refers to. In (15b), consisting of two propositions, the sentence 
topic in the first one is switched from Camilla to her boyfriend. Due to this topic 
switch there arises a contrastive implicature. Put differently, the subject DPs in 
(15b) are contrastive strong topics, which is indicated in the examples by italics. 
Despite being contrastive, they still function as aboutness topics, since the 
propositions in (15b) are interpreted as providing information about her boyfriend 
and her, respectively. Therefore, I conclude that a contrastive topic is a subtype of 
the aboutness topic. In terms of structure, it means that there is only one position 
for a strong topic which is taken by a [+about] DP which can, under certain 
conditions, attain contrastive interpretation.   
 It was stated in chapter one, that there can only be one aboutness topic per 
clause. Given that a contrastive and an aboutness topic is one and the same type, 
the fact that there can only be one contrastive topic (16) follows naturally.    
 
(16) * My-to   Novyj God-to    budem  vstrečat’   doma.   
 we.NOM-TO New Year.ACC-TO FUT.1PL meet.INF  home.LOC 
 ‘As for us, as for the New Year, we will celebrate it at home.’    
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The above discussion implies that topical constituents fronted to the CP-domain 
and following the strong topic are, what I call, weak topics. They can be iterated 
and in this case they are all interpreted in a similar way. They encode simply given 
information. This can partly account for the freedom of their mutual ordering. 
 To distinguish between strong and weak topics I use the notation TopP for 
the projection dedicated to the strong topic and topP for the phrase hosting a weak 
topic.  

Going back to the question of topic iteration, I assume that only topP is 
recursive. TopP, on the other hand, is subject to the uniqueness requirement.  

The two types of topic heads differ in their feature specification. The 
definitive feature of Topo is [+about]. The choice for the value of [D] is left open, 
i.e. [+D] is neither a sufficient nor a necessary property of a strong topic. Besides, 
Topo can be optionally marked as [+contr]. In this case Topo can be overtly realized 
by the morpheme –to. But as we have seen above, contrastiveness is not of crucial 
importance for Topo. As for topo, [+D] is its only specification.   
 Now we can try to understand what is so “special” about weak topics that 
they are exempt from Minimality principles. My suggestion is that their feature 
specification, set to just [+D], is not specific enough. Recall from chapter three that 
in CR focus can also leave its canonical sentence-final position and move 
leftwards. To do so it should refer to a contextually familiar concept, or, in other 
words, be D-linked. Given that D-linking is reflected in syntax via [+D] feature, we 
see that [+D] is also a possible feature of focus, or, for that matter, of a wh-item 
(Pesetsky 1987). With respect to focus and wh-, [+D] functions as a “bonus” 
feature which gives these elements some additional capacities. For focus, [+D] 
opens up the possibility to leave its canonical clause-final position. For wh-
elements, [+D] allows them to stay in situ. And for both, [+D] licenses extraction 
from Weak Islands (Starke 2001). However, both focus and wh-items have their 
own characteristic features that distinguish them from other type of elements. 
Strong topic in this respect is similar to focus or wh- in that it also carries the type-
defining feature [+ about]. In case of a weak topic, [+D] is its only relevant feature. 
Basically, it only licenses preposing and does nothing else. In particular, it does not 
exclusively specify a type, or a class. This feature indistinctiveness of topo, I 
suggest, underlies the lack of Minimality as well as the possibility of free recursion.              
 So far we have come up with the bipartite classification of topics relevant 
for syntax. It has been proposed above that there are two types of topic projections 
within the CP in Russian: TopP hosting a strong topic, and multiple topPs 
following TopP which serve as landing sites for weak topics. There is yet another 
category that is linked to the notion of topicality. Consider the sentence in (17). 
 
(17) (What do you know about your neighbor?) 
 V sem’e    Patrik     nastojaščij tiran. 
 in family.LOC Patrick.NOM real    tyrant.NOM    
 ‘In the family, Patrick is a real tyrant.’ 
 
Judging from the context, the topic of the sentence in (17) is Patrick. In our 
classification it is a strong aboutness topic since the sentence clearly provides 
information about the referent of this DP. According to the proposed analysis, this 
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DP should be hosted by TopP, which was said to be the leftmost projection among 
those accommodating topical constituents. However, in (17) there is another 
constituent preceding the strong topic. The PP v sem’e ‘in the family’ can hardly be 
an aboutness topic here, for the proposition characterizes Patrick rather than his 
family.  

In order to account for sentences like (17), following Benincà and Poletto 
(2004), I suggest that we need another category – Frame. Frames are sometimes 
conflated with topics, especially with the aboutness topic. The reason for this is that 
frames are often encoded by the same means as the aboutness topic. This is clearly 
the case in (17): the PP v sem’e ‘in the family’ occupies the leftmost position which 
is otherwise taken by the aboutness topic. Moreover, in languages with 
morphological marking of topicality the same marker is used for a frame as for an 
aboutness topic.  
 
(18) Nihon-zentai de wa,  ki  no  waribashi wa  ichien ni  yaku  
 Japan-all   at  PTCL tree LNK waribashi PTCL 1.year in  about 
 10,000-oku-zen    mo tsukawareru soo   da.  
 10,000-million-pairs  also use.PASS   hearsay COP 

‘In Japan, about 10,000 million pairs of waribashi (wooden chopsticks) are 
used each year.’ 

                          [Hinds 1987: 97] 
 
The Japanese particle wa is usually characterized as indicating the topic of the 
sentence. Example (18) is taken from a short text about the history of chopsticks. Ki 
no waribashi ‘wooden chopsticks’ is a continuous topic which is indicated in the 
given example by wa. However, the constituent preceding it is marked with the 
same particle, although Nihon-zentai de ‘in Japan’ is not what the sentence is about.  
 The data in (18) clearly show that framing is related to topicality in some 
way, which can explain the identical marking strategy. Nevertheless, following 
previous research (Jacobs 2001, Maienborn 2001, Krifka 2006), I argue that frames 
should be kept separate from the (strong) topic, although the two share a certain 
functional similarity.  

In terms of similarity, both can be said to identify the domain within which 
a given proposition is evaluated. In chapter one, I used the file card metaphor for 
the definition of Topic. Assuming that all the information is thematically organized, 
a strong topic functions as an address pointer. It identifies the address, or the file 
card, under which the information carried by the message has to be stored. 
Presumably, any new piece of information is assessed against that already stored on 
a certain card. Suppose that speaking about some individual X, I tell you that X 
lives in London. Later on you receive another message saying that X lives in 
Barcelona. The latter information will be evaluated against that already present 
under the corresponding address, and, as a result, either the latter news will be 
rejected as false, or else the previously received input will be corrected. Frames 
have a similar function. They delimit the domain of application of a given 
proposition. However, unlike a strong topic, a frame does not signal where in the 
system of file cards information has to be stored. In other words, a frame is not 
marked [+about]. The sentence in (17) is not about the family. It is about Patrick. 
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What the frame does is it restricts the applicability of the proposition (e.g. the fact 
that Patrick is a tyrant) to a specific area. The job of a frame can be defined as 
thematic organization of information within a given file card. This implies that the 
global function of a strong topic and a frame is very similar: they both 
accommodate the incoming information according to the domain of its application. 
However, the scale of the job is different: a topic points to the address of the entry, 
and a frame further specifies the domain within the address where the information 
is to be stored. 
 In terms of syntactic structure, there is a crosslinguistic tendency for a 
frame to precede a strong topic. This was shown in (17-18). This ordering reflects 
the interpretive load carried by the two IS entities: a frame contextualizes the 
discussion and the strong topic refers to what the discussion is about. Along the 
lines of Benincà and Poletto (2004), I propose that there is a separate projection for 
framing adverbials, call it FrameP, which dominates TopP (see also Maienborn 
2001 for a similar proposal).  

As described above, there is a certain functional similarity between a 
strong topic and a frame. At the same time, frames also share some properties with 
weak topics. Unlike a strong topic, which I assume is obligatory, a frame is 
optional. In this respect frames are similar to weak topics, which are also activated 
upon necessity. Another superficial similarity between weak topics and frames is 
that the latter can be stacked, i.e. multiple frames are allowed. Weak topics are 
recursive as well, as we saw earlier. However, in case of stacking, frames are 
subject to an ordering constraint. Namely, if we look at framing adverbials in 
Russian, when multiplied, they occur in the following order: time > place > reason 
> manner. This is illustrated by the following examples. 

 
(19) (Context: Olga is an extremely beautiful woman. Wherever she appears 

men just go crazy and do their best to impress her.) 
  
 a. Prošloj noč’ju,   na prieme,    ščedro   odarivaja      
  last   night.INST at  reception.LOC generously dispense.PART  
  ee     komplimentami,  Ol’gu   prosto presledoval   
  she.ACC compliments.INST Olga.ACC just  chase.PST.MASC  
  francuzskij  posol. 
  French   ambassador.NOM  
 
 b. *Na prieme,    ščedro    odarivaja    ee       
  at  reception.LOC generously  dispense.PART  she.ACC   
  komplimentami,  prošloj noč’ju,   Olgu   presledoval      
  compliments.INST last   night.INST Olga.ACC chase.PST.MASC  
  francuzskij  posol. 
  French   ambassador.NOM 
 

‘Last night, at the reception, generously bathing her in compliments, a 
French ambassador was simply chasing Olga.’ 
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(20) (Context: Normally, Olga is very cool whatever happens. Nobody has seen 
her screaming or making a scene before.)  

  
 a. Odnako včera,   na rabote,  posle razgovora s  načal’nikom,    
  however yesterday at  work.LOC after talk.GEN with  boss.INST  
  Olga    vpervye  prishla     v  nastojaščee bešenstvo.  
  Olga.NOM first.time come.PST.FEM into real     rage.ACC 
 
 b. * Odnako posle razgovora s   načal’nikom včera,   na   
  however  after talk.GEN with  boss.INST  yesterday at    
  rabote,  Olga     vpervye  prishla     v  nastojaščee  
  work.LOC Olga.NOM first.time come.PST.FEM into real 
  bešenstvo. 
  rage.ACC 
 

‘However, yesterday, at work, after talking to the boss, Olga got really 
mad.’ 

 
In (19), we have three adverbials: of time, place, and manner. As shown by (19a), if 
they are ordered in the time > place > manner sequence, the sentence is fully 
acceptable, while the order place > manner > time produces an ungrammatical 
sentence (19b). Similarly, in (20), where instead of a manner we have a reason 
adverbial, the order time > place > reason (20a) is grammatical, while the reason > 
time > place sequence (20b) yields an ungrammatical result. 
 Moreover, if there are several framing adverbials of the same type, they 
should be ordered in such a way that the more specific ones follow the more 
general ones. This is depicted in (21), which contains a number of time adverbials. 
 
(21) (Context: Igor was accused of adultery. He keeps on refusing it. But there 

appeared some facts not really in his favor.) 
  
 a. Včera,   večerom,   posle raboty,  primerno   v 19.00    
  yesterday evening.INST after work.GEN approximately at 19.00 
  Igorja   videli    s   kakoj-to molodoj devuškoj. 
  Igor.ACC see.PST.PL with  some  young  girl.INST 
 
 b. * Večerom,  včera,   primerno   v 19.00, posle raboty,  
  evening.INST yesterday approximately at 19.00 after work.GEN     
  Igorja   videli    s  kakoj-to molodoj devuškoj. 
  Igor.ACC see.PST.PL  with some  young  girl.INST 
 

‘In the evening, yesterday, after work, approximately at 19.00, Igor was 
seen with some young girl.’ 

 
On the basis of this ordering rule frames differ from weak topics, which are freely-
ordered with respect to one another. 
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Based on the differences between frames, weak, and strong topics, I argue 
that all the three categories should be independently recognized. In structural terms 
this means that each of them projects its own phrase, their ordering being as shown 
in (22). 
 
(22) {FramePTIME > FramePPLACE }  > …> TopP > topP* 
 
The star notation is borrowed from Rizzi (1997) and indicates that topP is a freely-
recursive projection.  

The situation with frames is a bit tricky. We have seen above that, 
although there can be multiple frames, their order is constrained. Thus there is a 
possibility that every framing adverbial is linked to a dedicated projection. 
Interestingly, crosslinguistic data indicate that multiple frames can also be treated 
as one complex constituent, which is indicated in (22) by curly brackets.    

For instance, German, being a V2 language, can contain only one 
constituent in the prefield. The relevant data are given in (23). 
 
(23) a. Das Buch hat Hans gelesen. 
  the book has Hans read 
 
 b. * Das Buch Hans  hat gelesen. 
   the book Hans has read 
    
  ‘As for the book, Hans has read it.’ 
 
The above examples show that there cannot be two topicalized constituents in a 
German clause, assuming that everything that precedes the finite verb in a main 
clause is situated within the CP. At the same time, there can be more than one 
framing adverbial in a clause (24). 
 
(24) {In zwei Tagen am Strand  wenn die Sonne  untergeht} wirst 
 in  two  days on beach  when the sun   sets     will   
 du  es  sehen.   
 you it  see 
 ‘In two days on the beach when the sun sets you will see it.’ 
                              [Haider 2000: 99] 
 
As shown in (24), framing adverbials behave as a cluster with respect to the V2 
requirement, which is indicated by enclosing them all together into curly brackets.  
 Data like those in (24) suggest that FrameP can, in fact, be unique. 
Multiple frames on such an analysis would always form a cluster occupying 
SpecFrameP.  

Alternatively, we can account for (24) by assuming that there are several 
semantically distinct FramePs that are composed into an integral indivisible 
domain, so that syntactically they count as one syntactic object. In the present work 
I remain agnostic as to the final answer to this question. The main idea that I 
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wanted to defend in this part is that framing adverbials occur in a position distinct 
from that dedicated to a strong or a weak topic.  
 There is one last issue that I would like to touch upon in this subsection. I 
assumed earlier that TopP, unlike FrameP or topP, is an obligatory constituent of 
the CP. This equals to saying that there are no topicless clauses. And this is indeed 
what I assumed in chapter one (section 1.2.1). But how should sentences like (25) 
be analyzed in light of such an assumption?  
 
(25) a. Temnelo. 
  darken.PST.NEUT  
  ‘It was getting dark.’ 
  
 b. Idet     dožd’. 
  go.PRS.3SG rain.NOM 
  ‘It is raining.’ 
 
The above examples are thetic statements, i.e. the entire sentence corresponds to 
Focus. At first glance, it is difficult to say what the sentences in (25) are about. 
They are all-new, thus seemingly topicless propositions. However, on a closer look 
the examples in (25) are not exactly about nothing.  

It has been long proposed that thetic statements are also subject to the 
topic-comment partition (Gundel 1974, Erteschik-Shir 1997, 2007, Kiss 2002). The 
only difference between categorical and thetic sentences on such an account is that 
the latter possess an implicit “stage” topic (the term is from Erteschik-Shir 1997). 
And this is what I assumed about thetics earlier (section 1.2.1). The idea about the 
existence of stage topics was inspired by research on argument structure (Davidson 
1967, Parsons 1990, Kratzer 1994) which has shown that a verb’s argument 
structure includes not only traditionally recognized arguments (e.g. Agent, Patient, 
Goal, etc.) but also an event argument. The latter specifies that the relation 
described by the verb is an event that takes place in a particular situation. The event 
argument is sometimes referred to as the Davidsonian spatio-temporal argument. 
Thus the proposed stage topic is argued to establish the “here-and-now” discourse 
referent. In other words, in thetics the spatio-temporal argument functions as the 
topic.  

Erteschik-Shir (2007) argues that a stage topic, on a par with the 
“speaker”/“hearer” topic, “is always available since a conversation always takes 
place at a specific time and in a specific location” (2007: 17). It is further argued 
that stage topics are not always invisible and that they can often be expressed by 
overt spatio-temporal adverbials. This is a very tempting conclusion given that 
there is a crosslinguistic tendency to resort to the so-called Locative Inversion for 
expressing thetics. This is illustrated in (26) for English. 
 
(26) Into the room came an elderly lady all in black. 
 
Moreover, in some discourse configurational languages thetics containing spatio-
temporal adverbials must have them obligatorily preposed. This is shown in (27) 
and (28) for Russian and Finnish, respectively.  
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(27) (Context: I came up to the window to see what’s happening.) 
 
 a. Vo dvore   igrali    deti.  
  in  yard.LOC play.PST.PL children.NOM 
 b. *Igrali    vo dvore   deti.  
  play.PST.PL in  yard.LOC children.NOM  
 c. #Deti     igrali    vo dvore. 
  children.NOM  play.PST.PL  in yard.LOC           
      
  ‘There were children playing in the yard.’  
 
(28) a. Sataa vettä.     a’. *Sataa  vettä nyt. 
  rains watter       rains  water now  
 
 b. *Vettä  sataa.    b’. Nyt  sataa vettä. 
  water  rains      now  rains water 
 
  ‘It rains.’        ‘It’s raining now.’ 
                 [Holmberg and Nikanne 2002: 86-87] 
 
The context in (27) shows that the example sentences should be interpreted as 
thetics. (27c), although not ungrammatical, is infelicitous because the subject 
automatically gets interpreted as the topic of the sentence. To obtain the desired 
“all-new” interpretation the preposed constituent should be the adverbial (27a). 
Moreover, its fronting is obligatory in this case (27b).     
 A similar situation is attested in (28). As evidenced by the opposition of 
(28a) vs. (28b) the only argument of the verb to rain cannot be moved in front of 
the verb because in this position it would function as the topic but this would be 
pragmatically infelicitous in this case. However, if an adverbial of time is added to 
the same sentence, it must be preposed (28a’ vs. 28b’).  
 On the basis of data like those in (26-28), many researchers have 
concluded that the fronted adverbials in thetics should be treated as the topic. 
Within the proposed analysis this implies that the adverbial in (27) occupies the 
SpecTopP position. However, I see some incompatibility between the semantic 
property of Topo and the meaning of the adverbial. Strictly speaking, the 
proposition in (27a) does not characterize the yard. In a similar vein, it does seem 
to be correct to say that (28b’) is about now.  

Moreover, taking spatio-temporal adverbials to be the overt realization of 
the event argument is semantically incorrect. First, as argued in Kratzer (1994), the 
event argument and the theme argument are the only true arguments of a verb. At 
the same time, it would be too far-fetched to claim that spatio-temporal framing 
adverbials are true arguments.  

Furthermore, Maienborn (2001), in her analysis of locative modifiers, 
shows that framing adverbials do not relate to the event argument at all. The author 
suggests classifying locative modifiers into three semantically and syntactically 
distinct classes: internal, external, and frame-setting ones. The first two classes 
constrain the eventuality argument. For instance, an external locative denotes the 
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location of an event (e.g. She signed the contract in Argentina), while internal 
locatives denote an internal aspect of the eventuality (e.g. She signed the contract 
on the last page). Frame-setting adverbials, on the other hand, pertain not to the 
event argument but to the topic, or rather the topic-comment structure, of the 
sentence. Thus the author argues that internal and external modifiers come into the 
derivation at the point when the eventuality is being constructed, while frame-
setting ones are introduced only when the topic-comment partition has taken place. 
The following examples from Russian confirm this claim.  
 
(29) a. V Moskve,    Alina    brala     uroki    tango   
  in Moscow.LOC Alina.NOM take.PST.FEM lessons.ACC tango.GEN  
  u Argentincev. 
  at Argentineans.GEN   
  ‘In Moscow, Alina took tango lessons with Argentineans. ’ 
 
 b. Alina    brala     uroki    tango    v Moskve   
  Alina.NOM take.PST.FEM lessons.ACC tango.GEN in Moscow.LOC  
  u Argentincev. 
  at Argentineans.GEN 
  ‘Alina took tango lessons in Moscow with Argentineans.’ 
 
(29a) exemplifies the frame-setting usage of a locative adverbial. (29b) is a case of 
external modification. The distinguishing property of framing locative modifiers is 
that they can have not only locative but also time interpretation (Maienborn 2001). 
The data in (29) support this claim.  

Given an appropriate context, v Moskve ‘in Moscow’ in (29a) can be 
interpreted as a temporal modifier, meaning when living/staying in Moscow. The 
same adverbial in (29b) cannot get such a meaning. As a result, (29a) but not (29b) 
can be felicitously followed by a sentence like: Dlja etogo ona často ezdila v 
Argentinu ‘For this she often went to Argentina’. Put differently, in (29b) the 
adverbial denotes the location of the event, while the framing adverbial in (29a) 
does not restrict the location of the event to Moscow. 

The above description shows two things. First, it clearly indicates that 
equating an eventuality argument with a spatio-temporal frame is incorrect. Second, 
the assumption that a framing modifier comes into play once the topic-comment 
structuring has been carried out implies that the modifier itself cannot be treated as 
a topic.          

Based on this, I propose that thetic sentences like (25-28) are more 
accurately characterized as describing the state-of-affairs, rather than a particular 
time or location. The role of an adverbial is to anchor a given state-of-affairs to a 
particular spatio-temporal region. Therefore, my suggestion is that a topic always 
remains implicit in a thetic irrespective of the presence of an adverbial. In structural 
terms, SpecTopP is never overtly filled in such sentences. Instead, it hosts an event 
argument e. As a result, the proposition is understood as being about an event. An 
adverbial functions as a frame, i.e. it is situated in SpecFrameP. From this position 
it binds e restricting the application of the proposition to a specific spatio-temporal 
region. Thus (27a) is assumed to have the structure shown in (30). 
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(30)  FrameP 
 
 vo dvorek Frame’ 
 
  Frameo

[LOC]    TopP 
 
          ei  Top’ 
 
      Topo  IP 
       

    igrali deti tk ti  
       
As shown in (30), e is the lowest argument of the verb. In the spirit of Kratzer 
(1994), I assume that the external argument is merged later on in the derivation. 
Following Maienborn (2001), I take the adverbial in (30) to merge above e from 
where it constrains the event argument by specifying the location of the event. 
From their respective base positions, e moves to SpecTopP where it provides the 
implicit topic for the sentence, and the adverbial undergoes movement to 
SpecFrameP acquiring the corresponding pragmatic function. In what concerns this 
last step, my analysis differs from that of Maienborn. The author argues that frame-
setting modifiers are base-generated within the CP domain (adjoined to TopP in her 
work). I propose that SpecFrameP is not always a first-merge position. In order to 
show the contrast between frame-setting and external adverbials Maienborn uses 
Condition C effects as one test. She shows that while external modifiers exhibit 
reconstruction for Condition C with respect to the subject, framing adverbials do 
not show any reconstruction effects relative to the subject. The data given below, 
however, indicate that the lack of reconstruction does not hold for all the frames in 
Russian. 
 
(31) So  slov     Olegai,  oni    prišel       tuda   
 from words.GEN Oleg.GEN he.NOM  come.PST.MASC there  
 pervym. 
 first.INST 
 ‘According to Oleg’s words, he came there first.’ 
 
(32) *V Mišinoji   sem’e    oni    bol’še vseh  ljubit    
 in  Misha.LOC family.LOC he.NOM  more all.GEN love.PRS.3SG  
 staršuju   doc’. 
 eldest.ACC  daughter.ACC 
 ‘In Misha’s family, he loves the eldest daughter more than anybody else.’  
 
In (31) the proper name within the frame can refer to the same individual as the 
pronoun  inside the clause. In (32), where the adverbial is also within the frame, the 
coindexation with the subject is impossible. Therefore, I conclude that FrameP can 
host both moved and first-merged constituents.  
 What concerns the idea about Topicalization of e in thetics, there is a piece 
of supportive evidence for this claim. It has been noted that individual level 
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predicates are impossible in thetic sentences (Jäger 1997). This fact finds a natural 
explanation on the present analysis since the stage topic, I argue, is represented by 
the eventuality argument e which is assumed to be missing from the argument 
structure of individual level predicates (Kratzer 1989, Felser 1998, Katz 2003). If a 
spatio-temporal adverbial played the role of the topic in thetics we would predict 
that individual level predicates are incompatible with spatio-temporal modifiers. 
However, this prediction is not borne out. As shown by Maienborn (2001), frame-
setting adverbials, i.e. the same kind that figures in thetics, are compatible with 
individual level predicates.  
 
(33) At home, Jack is really lazy.    
 
This is so because, as stated above, this type of modifiers is related not to the 
eventuality but to the topic. For example, in (33) the adverbial restricts the 
application of the proposition that Jack is lazy to a particular situational frame. The 
inference Jack is lazy does not arise from the sentence in (33), i.e. if the modifier is 
omitted the truth of the sentence is not preserved. Thus what we observe is that 
individual level, just like stage level, predicates are compatible with framing 
adverbials, but only the latter type can figure in thetic sentences. This leads to the 
conclusion that a framing adverbial is not a possible stage topic, while the event 
argument is.  
 To recap, in this section we considered the question of which positions 
within the clausal left periphery can be targeted by Topicalization, where 
Topicalization is understood as a broad term for movement of non-focal 
constituents. It was shown that there are several such positions. However, contrary 
to what has been proposed previously (Rizzi 1997, 2001a), in Russian these 
positions are not freely recursive. In particular, I argued that we have to distinguish 
three types of Topicalization landing sites: FrameP, TopP and topP which occur in 
the order FrameP > TopP > topP. TopP is the only possible landing site for a strong 
topic, i.e. a topic in the traditional sense of the word (‘what the sentence is about’). 
It is obligatory and is filled either by an overt constituent or by an implicit event 
argument. Simply discourse-anaphoric constituents, or weak topics, are hosted by 
freely generated topPs. Besides I argued for the existence of a separate projection 
for frame-setting adverbials, FrameP, which can be conceived of either as a domain 
or a single position.  
                        
5.2.2.2 Focalization 
As described earlier in this work, focus can also occur in a pre-subject position, i.e. 
within the CP. This is typical of CR only. In the present section we are going to 
address the question of the position of focus relative to the other constituents in the 
CP.  

First of all, recall that Russian does not tolerate multiple foci. This 
immediately dispenses with the possibility of multiple focus sites within the CP.  

With respect to focus/topic co-occurrence in the CP, it has been proposed 
that the focus (field) necessarily follows the topic (field) (Benincà and Poletto 
2004, Benincà 2006). We have seen above that the Topic field in Russian is 
comprised of frames, strong, and weak topics. If the mentioned authors are correct, 
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focus fronted to the CP should not be able to occur higher than any of the topic-
field positions. Let us investigate whether this really holds.  

In determining the position of focus relative to the components of the topic 
field, the notion of contrast plays an important role. In the previous section it was 
established that a contrastive topic qualifies as strong topic and occurs in 
SpecTopP. Relying on the morphological manifestation of contrast within topic, i.e. 
–to, we can see from (34) that focus cannot precede a to-marked topic, but must 
obligatorily follow it.      
 
(34) a. *Včera  Irinu-to    ja    videla,     a  Maksima   
  yesterday  Irina.ACC-TO I.NOM see.PST.FEM but Max.ACC 
  davno  ne vstrečala. 
  long.time NEG meet.PST.FEM 
 
 b. Irinu-to     včera   ja    videla,     a  Maksima   
  Irina.ACC-TO yesterday I.NOM see.PST.FEM but Max.ACC 
  davno  ne vstrečala. 
  long.time NEG meet.PST.FEM 
 

‘As to Irina, I saw her YESTERDAY, but I have not seen Max for a 
long time.’ 

 
It was stated earlier in this thesis (section 3.2.1.2) that focus fronted to the CP is 
always contrastive. The data in (34) indicate that the simultaneous occurrence of a 
contrastive focus and a contrastive topic is possible in Russian. Another example of 
this taken from spontaneous speech is given below. 
 
(35) Doma-to    stekljannaja  kryška    u skovorodki,   a  
 home.LOC-TO  glass.NOM  cover.NOM at frying.pan.GEN but 
 zdes’, vidiš’,     takaja. 
 here   see.PRS.2SG  such.NOM 
 ‘At home the frying pan has a GLASS cover, but here, you see, like THIS.’  
 
Based on the CR data in (34-35), I conclude that the landing site of the fronted 
focus is necessarily lower than that of a strong topic. Assuming the existence of a 
dedicated focus head within the CP, this means that Foco must be structurally lower 
than Topo. 

The examples in (36) illustrate that the position of focus relative to non-
contrastive topics is very flexible: it can precede both topics (36a), follow them 
(36b), or be sandwiched in between (36c). 
 
(36) a. Zavtra   [Arine]   [den’gi]   ja    vernu.    
  tomorrow Arina.DAT money.ACC I.NOM return.FUT.1SG 
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b. [Arine]  [den’gi]   zavtra  ja    vernu. 
 Arina.DAT money.ACC  tomorrow I.NOM return.FUT.1SG 
  
c.  [Arine]  zavtra  [den’gi]   ja    vernu. 
 Arina.DAT tomorrow money.ACC I.NOM return.FUT.1SG 
 
 ‘I will return Arina the money TOMORROW.’ 
 
In relation to (36) I assume that both topics in (36a) are weak, i.e. none of them 
occurs in TopP. In (36b), on the other hand, the leftmost constituent can, and 
preferably does, function as the strong topic. The same holds of the clause-initial 
DP in (36c).  
 Given this, I conclude that the position of Foco is fixed only with respect to 
Topo, and, by transitivity, Frameo. Weak topics, the occupants of topPs, can occur 
on either side of the focus. This fact is predictable on the assumption that topP is a 
freely recursive projection. 

As a rule, wh-words are considered a sub-case of focus. Therefore, it 
might be tempting to assume that they have the same distribution within the CP in 
Russian as non-wh focus. Interestingly, though, this prediction is not borne out.  

As evidenced by (37), if the adverbial in (36) is substituted by a wh-item, 
the freedom of placement is preserved.   
 
(37) a. Kogda [Arine]   [den’gi]   oni     vernut? 
  when  Arina.DAT money.ACC they.NOM  return.FUT.3PL 
  
 b. [Arine]   [den’gi]   kogda  oni     vernut? 
  Arina.DAT money.ACC  when  they.NOM  return.FUT.3PL 

 
 c.  [Arine]   kogda  [den’gi]   oni     vernut? 
  Arina.DAT when  money.ACC they.NOM  return.FUT.3PL 
 
  ‘When will they return Arina the money?’ 
 
But while in (36a) the topics following the focus must be weak, in (37a) this is not 
necessarily the case. In fact, if there is an unambiguously contrastive topic in the 
sentence, it can both precede (38a) and follow (38b) a wh-word. In this respect, 
(38) contrasts with (34).  
 
(38) a. Kuda den’gi-to    ona    ubrala? 
  where money.ACC-TO she.NOM  put.PST.FEM     
  
 b. Den’gi-to    kuda ona    ubrala? 
  money.ACC-TO where she.NOM put.PST.FEM     
  
  ‘Speaking about the money, where did she put it?’ 
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Thus we face a situation in which the relative order of a strong topic and a focus is 
restricted to topic > focus, while that of a strong topic and a wh-word varies 
between topic > wh and wh > topic.   

The discrepancy between focus and wh suggests that the two are not 
necessarily linked to one and the same position within the CP. This is not an 
unexpected result provided that semantically a wh-word and a non-wh focus are 
clearly different (Cable 2007). Moreover, recent research (Rizzi 2001b, Aboh and 
Pfau forthcoming) has shown that activation of Foco is not sufficient for question 
formation and that the interrogative force comes from a higher head, namely 
Inter(rogative). For instance, Aboh and Pfau (forthcoming) argue that wh-words, 
which are usually associated with Foco and question formation, are not necessary 
for interrogation at all. They provide ample evidence in support of this idea from 
spoken (Oro Nao) and sign (Indian Sign Language) languages wherein wh-
questions can miss wh-words but still be interpreted as questions. Instead of using 
wh-words these languages form questions with the help of a generic noun plus a 
question morpheme. The authors conclude that it is the question morpheme, which 
they associate with the head Intero, that is crucial for clause-typing purposes. The 
role of focus, they argue, is to identify the content of the question. In terms of Aboh 
and Pfau, “Foc ranges over variables (e.g. argument, event, adjunct) and provides a 
value to new information” (forthcoming: 33).      

I am going to interpret the difference between focus and wh- in Russian 
along these lines. In particular, I assume that for an ordinary focus there is only one 
position available within the CP, i.e. FocP. Wh-items, on the other hand, are related 
not only to Foco but also to Intero. This means that in principle both projections are 
possible landing sites for a question word. Leaving aside some details to be 
discussed in chapter six, I propose that a wh-word in Russian can be situated either 
in FocP or in InterP.         

The fact that a question word can precede a strong topic, as shown in (38), 
suggests that InterP dominates TopP. The data in (39) illustrate the position of a 
wh-word relative to a framing adverbial.  
 
(39) a. Na rabote   s   kem    Patrik     družit? 
  at  work.LOC with  who.INST Patrick.NOM  be.friends.PRS.3SG    
 
 b. ?(?) S  kem    na rabote   Patrik     družit? 
   with  who.INST  at  work.LOC Patrick.NOM be.friends.PRS.3SG        
 
  ‘At work, who is Patrick friends with?’ 
 
As shown in (39b), a wh-word preceding a framing adverbial produces a deviant 
sentence, which can be interpreted as indicating that InterP follows FrameP in the 
structure. As a result, we obtain the following functional sequence within the 
Russian CP domain. 
 
(40) FrameP > InterP > TopP > topP > FocP > topP 
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The sequence in (40) closely resembles that proposed by Rizzi (2001a,b), repeated 
in (41), with the only difference that in (40) the topic positions are not simply 
iterated but are assigned their own specific features and interpretation.      
 
(41) [ForceP Forceo [TopP Topo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco [ModP Modo  
 [TopP Topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 
The last point I want to touch upon with respect to CP-internal Focalization is the 
interpretive peculiarity of the left-peripheral focus. As noted on several occasions 
earlier in this work, the left-peripheral focus, unlike the one preposed into the 
middle field, cannot project to the entire clause and always requires topic 
continuity. I consider the peculiar interpretation of the left-peripheral focus as a 
side effect of its being located inside the CP domain. As proposed by Rizzi (1997), 
the CP is special relative to other clausal domains in that it “looks outside” into the 
discourse. Therefore it is not surprising that an element moves to the CP domain to 
signal a bond with the preceding context.  
 There is one property that unifies the CP-internal and the middle field 
focus – both are marked [+D]. However, the former moves to a dedicated focus 
position, while the latter presumably does not. At present, it is not clear to me what 
the final destination of the middle-field focus is. But I underline that the trigger for 
movement into the CP is different from the trigger for movement into the middle 
field. Movement into the middle field is one of the means to encode referential 
giveness. Movement into the CP, on the other hand, is a way to encode IS status of 
a constituent, or in terms of Gundel and Fretheim (1998) relational 
giveness/newness. The two notions are independent of each other, as has already 
been argued above (section 1.2.1).    

Note that a D-linked focus does not have to move. It can equally well stay 
in its canonical clause-final position. In other words, [+D] allows for but does not 
force movement. There is a one-way implication: every preposed focus is [+D], but 
not every [+D] focus is preposed.  

Based on my assumptions about referential versus relational (IS) statuses 
of lexical items, [+D] is not crucial for identifying an element as topic or focus, but 
[Foc] or [Top] features are. Thus, as argued earlier, movement of focus into the 
middle field has nothing to do with the focus encoding per se. What it has to do 
with is encoding of giveness, which is orthogonal to IS. In contrast to that, 
movement of focus into the CP domain implies movement to FocP, i.e. movement 
driven by the [Foc] feature.  

I conclude that the difference in interpretation between the middle-field 
and the CP-internal focus in CR is, at least partially, explained by the difference in 
motivation for the two types of focus movement plus the special status of the CP, 
namely its potential to relate to the preceding context.  
 
5.2.3 Summary 
The present section dealt with the structure of the left periphery in what concerns IS 
encoding. It was shown that Russian has an articulated IS-related domain within 
CP.    
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We considered two types of movement to the CP: Topicalization and focus 
movement. The latter is only attested in CR. Both operations can take place 
independently and simultaneously. Topicalization as well as Focalization targets a 
dedicated position within the CP. Topicalization was shown to be a complex 
phenomenon. The elements undergoing this operation were classified into tree 
distinct types: strong topic, weak topic, and frame.   

Strong topic is what is traditionally understood under this notion, i.e. what 
the sentence is about. It was argued to be hosted by the unique and obligatory 
TopP. Structurally, TopP occupies a middle position in the topic field: it is 
preceded by FrameP accommodating framing adverbials, and followed by topP 
hosting weak topics.  

Weak topic stands for a discourse-anaphoric non-focal IS entity. Unlike 
the strong topic, weak topics can be iterated, which means that numerous topPs are 
allowed. The main constraint on topP placement is that it must follow the strong 
topic. However, its position relative to other CP projections, in particular FocP, is 
not fixed. Presumably, topP is special in that it is not restricted to the clausal 
periphery, but can also quite freely project inside the middle field.  

Finally, framing adverbials were singled out into a separate category – 
Frame, projecting its own FrameP. FrameP dominates TopP, and thus also topP.  

With respect to Focalization, it was shown that FocP hosting a focused 
constituent is also unique and is structurally lower than TopP, and thus FrameP, but 
can be surrounded by iterated topPs. An important observation made in the present 
section is that the distribution of focused phrases and wh-words within the CP is 
somewhat different. Wh-words were shown to have more freedom of placement 
than non-wh-focus. The latter always occurs in FocP, while a question word can 
additionally be situated in InterP, a phrase that provides a question interpretation.      

All the IS-related heads inside the clausal edge have their defining 
features. Topo is specified as [+about]. Frameo carries the feature [+Frame]. Foco is 
marked [+Foc]. For all these heads the specification for [D] is irrelevant. For weak 
topics, on the other hand, [+D] is the only relevant feature. As argued above, this 
specification is not restrictive enough, a fact which underlies the freedom with 
which topPs are generated. In fact, topP might not even be a dedicated peripheral 
projection, since weak topics can also freely occur within the middle field. 
However, in light of the empirical facts, I include topP into the structure of CP, 
which is summarized below.   
 
(42) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [topP topo [ FocP Foco  
 [topP topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 
5.3 The syntax of focus in Russian 
 
5.3.1 Recapitulation of the data 
In the first part of this chapter we considered the structure of CP. It was shown that 
the clausal edge in Russian is structured more or less in the same way as had been 
proposed for other languages. The IS-oriented projections inside the CP host topic 
and focus. However, as argued in chapter three, focus preposing is characteristic 
only of a certain type of focus ([+D]) and only of a certain type of register (CR). 
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The main focus position in the language is clause-final. It is used in both registers 
and irrespective of [D] specification. Let us recap the facts. For convenience, only 
SR data are presented.  
 Any constituent functioning as focus should occur clause-finally. A 
number of examples with focus on various categories are given below. 
 
(43) a. Mila    včera   polučila    pis’mo.    
  Mila.NOM  yesterday get.PST.FEM letter.ACC   
  ‘Yesterday Mila got a LETTER.’ 
 
 b. Mila    pis’mo   polučila    včera.    
  Mila.NOM  letter.ACC  get.PST.FEM yesterday 
  ‘Mila got the letter YESTERDAY.’ 
  
 c. Pis’mo   včera   polučila    Mila. 
  letter.ACC  yesterday get.PST.FEM Mila.NOM 
  ‘MILA got a letter yesterday.’ 
 
 d. Mila    včera    pis’mo  porvala.     
  Mila.NOM  yesterday letter.ACC tear.PST.FEM 
  ‘Mila TORE the letter yesterday.’ 
 
In some languages focus is subject to the V-adjacency requirement. Thus, for 
example, in Hungarian there is a dedicated focus position immediately preceding 
the verb, and nothing can intervene between the verb and the focus (Puskas 1997). 
Similarly, some Bantu languages (e.g. Aghem, Zulu, Makhuwa) display a strict 
right-adjacency between the focus and the verb (Hyman 2007, Buell 2007, van der 
Wal 2006). In contrast, focus in Russian does not have to be right-adjacent to the 
verb. Thus the DO in (43b) or the adverb in (43c) can intervene between the verb 
and the sentence-final focus. This is illustrated in (44). 
 
(44) a. Mila    polučila    pis’mo   včera.    
  Mila.NOM  get.PST.FEM letter.ACC  yesterday 
  ‘Mila got the letter YESTERDAY.’ 
 
 b. Pis’mo   polučila    včera   Mila. 
  letter.ACC  get.PST.FEM yesterday Mila.NOM 
  ‘MILA got a letter yesterday.’ 
 
The generalization we arrive at is that focus in Standard Russian is restricted to the 
clause-final rather than to the post-verbal position. Since discourse-anaphoric 
constituents tend to move leftwards, past the verb, it is often the case that focus 
directly follows the verb.  
 A question that arises is how we should account for the clause-final 
requirement on focus in Russian. One hypothesis is that the position is derived by 
moving everything else across the focus, thus leaving it in situ. In the following 
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section, I present some such analyses and argue against treating Russian focus in 
this way.   
 
5.3.2 Against “in-situ” accounts of the canonical focus 
In chapter four, I already touched upon the in-situ type of analyses of canonical 
clause-final focus in Russian. They are built on, what can be called, the VP-
evacuation hypothesis (a name borrowed from Junghanns and Zybatow 1997). On 
this approach non-focused constituents vacate the VP since VP is assumed to be the 
focus domain. The VP-evacuation analysis seems appealing since it is based on 
some widely accepted ideas such as the Tree Splitting Hypothesis (Diesing 1992) 
and the Nuclear Stress Rule (NSR) (Cinque 1993). Let us briefly consider them in 
turn.  

The Tree Splitting Hypothesis is a way to derive the interpretation of 
sentences containing quantifiers. It is known since Heim (1982) that a 
quantificational meaning is decomposed into a quantifier, a restriction, and a 
nucleus. The Tree Splitting mechanism provides a structural basis for the tripartite 
system of quantification in that the nucleus is mapped onto VP, the restriction onto 
IP, and a quantifier sits in the CP. The hypothesis was proposed to account for the 
interpretation of indefinites. Thus non-specific indefinites are argued to reside 
inside the nuclear scope, i.e. inside VP, where they are bound by the Existential 
Operator, while specific and generic indefinites are assumed to move into the IP, 
where they are properly bound by the Generic Operator. Since Focus is often 
represented by constituents that are non-presupposed, or new, the VP has been 
assumed to be a default Focus domain. 
 As for the NSR, its purpose is to derive prosodic properties of Focus. It 
requires that the main stress of the sentence falls on the most deeply embedded 
constituent. By moving other elements to the left, it is possible to make any 
constituent deeply embedded and assign stress to it.  

The VP-evacuation analysis of Russian focus seems to produce a desirable 
result with respect to both the Tree Splitting Hypothesis and the NSR. If focus is a 
constituent in its first-merge position, i.e. within the VP, it is correctly located 
inside the nucleus, or in other words, in the default Focus domain. Moreover, by 
evacuating all the non-focal material, the focus in situ turns out to occupy the 
correct stress position.     

However, I show below that taking the Tree Splitting Hypothesis or the 
NSR as the motivation for an in-situ analysis leads to some problems.   
 First, if one takes the Tree Splitting seriously and builds the syntax of 
focus on it, one would predict that focus on elements whose semantics is 
incompatible with the VP-internal position should be impossible. That there is in 
fact a correlation between semantic type and IS has been shown previously. For 
instance, individual level predicates were shown to be incompatible with thetic 
interpretation (Ladusaw 1994, Jäger 1997). Since strongly quantified DPs, e.g. 
subjects of individual level predicates, are assumed to be bound by the Generic 
rather than by the Existential Operator (Diesing 1992), we expect that they cannot 
function as clause-final, i.e. in-situ, focus. However, this expectation is not borne 
out, as shown in (45) for focused subjects and in (46) for focused objects.  
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(45)  Pervymi  v kosmos  poleteli     sobaki. 
  first.INST to space.ACC fly.PST.PL dogs.NOM   
     ‘DOGS were the first to go to space.’ 
 
(46)  Ja    očen’ ljublju     sobak.   
  I.NOM much love.PRS.1SG dogs.ACC 
  ‘I like DOGS very much.’  
 
The subject in (45) and the object in (46) are both bare plural DPs which are 
interpreted generically. In both sentences they are narrowly focused. Thus 
according to VP-evacuation analyses they are in situ. However, the Tree Splitting 
operation demands that they are interpreted outside the nucleus scope, i.e. outside 
VP.  

Note that with respect to postposed subjects Russian contrasts with the 
English existential there-construction, which is analyzed as involving a VP-internal 
subject. As is well know, there-constructions are incompatible with strongly 
quantified DPs, as shown in (47). 
 
(47) * There are the/all/most books in the library. 
 
I conclude from this that using the Tree Splitting Hypothesis to account for the 
focus position as in situ in Russian does not produce a desirable result. Data like 
those in (45-46) undermine the VP-evacuation analysis.   
 As for the role of the NSR in focus placement, I am going to follow 
Büring (2006) in assuming that accent placement is not structurally preconditioned. 
What this means is that there is not necessarily a causal relation between the 
position of an element and its ability to carry sentential stress. In his paper, Büring 
provides numerous examples to argue for the idea that referential giveness plays a 
crucial role in stress assignment. In particular, he assumes that stress is assigned to 
an element which is discourse new rather than to an element which is most deeply 
embedded within the focused constituent. This assumption allows the author to 
account for cases like (48).  
 
(48) (Alan sent a bouquet of roses to Mary. I wonder what her husband’s 

reaction was.)    
 a. He BURNT the roses. 
 b. He made a terrible SCENE.  
 
As seen from the context as well as from the felicity of (48b), the Focus in (48a) is 
not just the verb, it is the entire VP. However, since the object is contextually given 
it resists stress assignment. And, indeed, stressing roses in (48a) would make the 
response infelicitous.  
 It is more difficult to construct examples like (48a) in Russian because 
discourse anaphoric constituents have a strong tendency to precede new ones. 
However, it seems possible to produce a Russian counterpart of (48a) if a 
demonstrative is added to the object, as in (49). 
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(49) On    sžeg       eti  rozy. 
 he.NOM  burn.PST.MASC these roses.ACC      
 ‘He BURNT these roses.’ 
 
Data like (48) and (49) undermine any theory which explains focus position by 
stress assignment rules. Although it is often the case that, due to the Scrambling 
Rule, D-linked, or given, elements undergo leftward movement, associating 
scrambling with stress requirements, namely de-stressing, is a misconception (see 
also section 4.2.4). 
 Finally, when we compare the Russian clause-final focus with the focus in 
other languages for which an in-situ analysis has been proposed, we find certain 
crucial differences. 
 Zerbian (2006) argues quite convincingly for such an approach to focus 
encoding in Northern Sotho, a Southern Bantu language. Northern Sotho is an SVO 
language with the base order of constituents corresponding to S V IO DO XP (XP 
ranges over temporal, locative and modal adjuncts). Focus in Northern Sotho is 
encoded either in situ or by means of a cleft. Here we are only interested in the in- 
situ strategy.  

Any constituent, except for the subject, can be focused in situ, the only cue 
for the focal status of a constituent being the discourse. Zerbian argues that no 
prosodic differences, such as phonological phrasing or lengthening, are attested 
under focusing. Note that the clause-final position in Northern Sotho is 
phonologically prominent. This is expressed by lengthening of the penultimate 
syllable of the clause-final word. However, if some constituent which is not in the 
clause-final position is focused the prominence rule applies in its usual way, i.e. it 
falls on the clause-final element. Thus, this language serves as a good example for 
the independence of prominence from focus.  
 Although focus tends to occur clause-finally and immediately following 
the verb, the author argues that this positioning is due to the fact that Northern 
Sotho widely resorts to deletion of given elements and their pronominalization. 
Pronouns occur as clitics preceding the verb. However, if for some reason a non-
focused constituent is present in the sentences as a full XP, it occupies its canonical 
position. This is illustrated in (50-52) (examples are from Zerbian 2006). 
 
(50) (What is the old man planting in the garden?)     
 a. Mo-kgalabje  o  jwala [mo-hlare]F se-rape-ng. 
  CL1-old.man  CL1 plant CL3-tree   CL7-garden-LOC38   
 

                                                   
38 CL in the gloss stands for Noun Class.  
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 b. * Mo-kgalabje o jwala se-rape-ng [mo-hlare]F. 
   
 ‘The old man is planting a TREE in the garden.’       [2006: 85] 
 
(51) a. O   fa   mo-kgalabje  [eng]F?    
  1CL  give  CL1-old.man  what 
  
 b. *O fa [eng]F mo-kgalabje? 
 
  ‘What does he give the old man?’            [2006: 82] 
 
(52) (What are you doing with the orange?)     
 Ke [ja]F  namune. 
 1  eat  CL9.orange 
 ‘I am EATING the orange.’               [2006:100] 
 
As shown in (50), the focused constituent cannot exchange its position with the 
clause-final adjunct, even though the clause-final position is prominent. (51) is 
provided to show that the immediately postverbal position is not a dedicated focus 
position either: wh-words have the same distribution in Northern Sotho as focus. 
The sentence in (52) exemplifies verb focus. Note that the object in (52) cannot be 
right-dislocated. Dislocation triggers resumption by a clitic. Thus under dislocation 
(52) would look like (53). 
 
(53)  Ke a   e   [ja]F  namune. 
 1  PRS  CL9  eat  CL9.orange 
 ‘I am EATING it, the orange.’  
 
The data in (50-52) clearly show that focus in  Northern Sotho should be in its 
canonical position relative to other elements. Thus Northern Sotho can be regarded 
as a true in-situ-focus language. A sentence with basic word order is ambiguous 
with respect to the IS due to the absence of any phonological focus marking.      
 If we compare Northern Sotho with Russian, we notice immediately that 
the two differ significantly. As shown in chapter three, any category under focus 
should occur clause-finally in the standard language. Because of this requirement, 
we find sentences with inverted word orders. For instance, internal arguments 
change their base positions (i.e. DO > IO instead of IO > DO). Verbs follow their 
arguments if the verb is in focus. And most importantly, we find subject-final 
clauses.  
 As mentioned above, subject focus in Northern Sotho cannot be expressed 
in its canonical preverbal position, i.e. in SpecTP. Instead, it is encoded by a cleft. 
There exists another strategy which is restricted to subjects of intransitive verbs. 
These can also be focused in the so-called impersonal construction, exemplified in 
(54). 
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(54) Go  fihl-ile  [mo-nna]F fela. 
 CL17 arrive-PST CL1-man only 
 ‘Only the MAN arrived.’ 
 
A morphosyntactic property of this type of structure is that the subject occurs post-
verbally and there is no agreement between the verb and the subject which is 
obligatory otherwise. Instead, the invariable agreement of class 17 is used. The lack 
of S-V agreement can be taken as an indication of the VP-internal position of the 
subject in (54). In fact, Zerbian explicitly claims that agreement in Northern Sotho 
happens only with elements which are outside of VP. In this respect it is 
noteworthy that inverted subjects always agree with the verb in Russian.  
 To sum up, Russian is similar to Northern Sotho in that in both languages 
discourse-anaphoric non-focal elements tend to be dropped or pronominalized. This 
results in the impression that in both languages focus stays in the first-merge 
position with everything else vacating the VP. However, the difference between the 
two languages is that in Northern Sotho given elements, when present, occupy their 
canonical positions, while in Russian they always occur to the left of focus which is 
always clause-final.  

To account for the clause-finality of focus in Russian, I suggest in the 
sections that follow that the language has a dedicated focus position clause-
internally to which a focused constituent moves. 
 
5.3.3 On the existence and structure of the vP periphery 
In my analysis of Russian focus, and IS encoding in general, I adopt the idea that 
the discourse-related information is encoded by dedicated functional heads, Topo 
and Foco, which enter into agreement with the corresponding [Top] and [Foc] 
features on the lexical items. Traditionally, TopP and FocP are associated with the 
left periphery of the clause. In the first part of this chapter we saw how Topic and 
Focus are realized within the CP in Russian.  In the present part I am going to argue 
that IS-related heads are also present inside the clause. This idea is not new. It was 
defended by a number of linguists to explain data from various languages.  

Ndayiragije (1996, 1999) proposes a low FocP to account for focus in 
Kirundi. Belletti (2001, 2004) argues for the existence of IP-internal TopP and 
FocP to account for VS inversion and Right Dislocation in Italian. Jayaseelan 
(2001) resorts to the same idea to explain such diverse phenomena as wh-
movement in Malayalam, heavy NP-shift and clefts in English, as well as 
scrambling in German and Dutch. Göbbel (2007) employs the low FocP analysis to 
account for the marked clause-final position of manner adverbs in English. Finally, 
Aboh (2007b) argues for the existence of low FocP to explicate the Kwa-Bantu 
asymmetry with respect to IS encoding. This list is far from being exhaustive. The 
hypothesis about the existence of a low periphery akin to CP has gained much 
attention recently and is becoming more and more popular. There is a good 
motivation for it. 

As pointed out, and rightfully so, by Butler (2004) the notion of a Phase, 
although well accepted in the theory, is quite poorly defined. The extensional 
definition, i.e. CP and vP are phases, have been disputed on several occasions 
(Legate 2003, Matushansky 2003). The intentional definition (i.e. what it means to 
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be a phase) is even more obscure. The general assumption is that a phase is a 
substructure sent to Spell Out and thus a relatively independent construct. 
However, as shown by Matushansky (2003), it is far from clear whether Spell Out 
to both PF and LF happens simultaneously, and the tests that are supposed to prove 
PF/LF independence of a phase often produce contradictory results. The issue of 
“independence” is also taken up by Butler, who doubts Chomsky’s (2001) 
definition of a phase as “a relatively independent propositional unit”. Citing the 
author, “[…] a proposition is something that can be evaluated in terms of truth or 
falsity. It is clear that this latter, more usual use of the term proposition doesn’t 
apply to vP.” (Butler 2004: 95). Under Butler’s view, vP and CP clearly do not 
exhibit similar semantics. Butler argues that in order to maintain the Derivation by 
Phase, which is indeed necessary, phases should be structurally similar. To 
implement this idea he proposes that a phase should be defined quantificationally, 
as a part of the structure that is closed off by a quantificational domain. The 
following generalized phase structure (55) is proposed, wherein H stands for a 
lexical head, h corresponds to a number of functional “little” heads (e.g. v, VAPPL, 
etc.), and C is a quantificational domain, or Edge.  
 
(55)  CP     [Butler 2004: 16] 
 
 C  hP 

 

  h  HP 
    

H  …    
   

According to (55), a phase is a structural unit consisting of the Domain and the 
Edge (CP). The Domain is further decomposed into the lexical core (H) and a 
number of functional heads (h). The Edge encodes quantificational information, 
such as Topic, Focus, Force, etc.  

Butler argues that a clause should be considered as consisting of a number 
of CPs. The role of the Edge, according to the author, is to convert a chunk of 
structure into a referential unit: referential in the sense that it can be selected as a 
complement (or rather an argument) by higher heads.  

I consider Butler’s argumentation a very attractive way to motivate the 
necessity of the Edge on top of every phase. It also helps us to better understand 
why phases are considered independent, in a way, self-contained units. The 
structure in (55) does not only provide a better characterization of a phase. Most 
importantly, it captures the intuition that Language is a recursive system. 
Furthermore, (55) complies with the assumption that all movements target, and 
proceed via, the Edge (Chomsky 2005b). In other words, the stipulation that the 
Edge of the clause is CP while the Edge of vP is v and its specifier can be dropped 
in favor of the idea that the Edge of every phase is a structural unit separate from 
the Domain of the phase. From now on I will refer to the traditionally recognized 
phases, vP and CP, as the lower phase and the higher phase, respectively. 

On the basis of the assumptions made above, I propose to analyze the 
canonical focus in Russian as situated in FocP within the Edge of the lower, i.e. vP, 
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phase. Given the generalized phase structure in (55), the following question arises - 
how similar is the internal structure of the Domain and the Edge of the two phases?  

As to the Domain, Butler argues that Domains in general deal with 
predication. However, the type of predicational relations that hold within the lower 
phase are different from those that are established within the higher phase. The 
lower phase carries information related to argument and event structure. The higher 
phase encodes propositional content, i.e. information that can be assessed with 
respect to possible worlds and truth value. The author coins, what I call, the lower 
phase a situational phase, and the higher one a propositional phase.   
 How about the Edge? In section 5.2 we discussed the internal structure of 
the higher phase Edge in Russian, which was shown to closely resemble Rizzi’s 
(1997, 2001a, 2001b) schemas. The structure I argued for is repeated in (56).   
 
(56) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [topP topo [ FocP Foco  
 [topP topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 
Does the lower phase have the same Edge as the higher phase? In what follows, it 
will be shown that the structure of the lower phase in Russian differs from that 
represented in (56). In particular, some projections are argued to be missing. The 
reason for the less articulated Edge of the lower phase, I assume, comes from the 
fact that the information encoded within the Domain of the two phases is different. 
As stated above, the lower phase only provides information about the structure of 
the event. Information concerning the location of the event on the temporal line, 
which transforms an event into a proposition, is provided only by the higher phase 
Domain. The information encoded in the higher phase is associated with the act of 
speaking. Tense, for example, is determined relative to the “now”, “before”, and 
“after” the moment at which the sentence is produced, i.e. this grammatical 
category relates to knowledge beyond the realm of a given sentence. What this 
means is that the two phases differ with respect to how much of the “outer”, 
discourse-related, information must be accessible when the phase is being 
constructed. 
 As stated above, the internal structure of the two Edges will be shown to 
differ: some projections present in the higher phase Edge are assumed to be missing 
in the lower phase Edge. However, some projections are present in both Edges. 
This leads us to another question, namely - do similar heads present in both phase 
Edges differ with respect to their feature content?  It is a fact that in most languages 
that have more than one focus strategy, focus displacement to the left periphery 
results in a somewhat different interpretation as compared to the in-situ focus. As 
was discussed in chapter three, the two focus sites are argued to be associated with 
different types of Focus: the in-situ one is a New Information Focus and the ex-situ 
is Contrastive and/or Exhaustive (Kiss 1998). If we assume that the in-situ focus is, 
in reality, a focus moved to the lower FocP, we expect the two focus heads to carry 
different features, e.g. [+info] for the lower phase focus head (henceforce Foco

1) 
and [±cont; ±exhaust] for the higher phase focus head (henceforce Foco

2). This is 
indeed what Kiss (1998) and Drubig (2003), among others, argue for. 
 In chapter three, I rejected the widely-accepted Focus typology (New 
Information vs. Contrastive). There, it was shown that the tests devised to 
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differentiate between the two Focus types, when applied to Russian data, do not 
produce the expected results. Therefore, I concluded that the distinctive feature for 
any type of focus is [+info]. For the present purposes this means that both Foco

1 and 
Foco

2 carry the same feature specification. Contrast on my account is a pragmatic 
effect, resulting from the referential giveness of a constituent, rather than a proper 
syntactic feature. [+D], which gives rise to Contrast, is not a relevant focus feature. 
It is simply a licenser for fronting, but not a trigger for movement. Recall that a 
contrastive focus in Russian can equally well occupy the canonical clause-final 
position.   

With respect to the contrastive implicature arising when focus moves to 
Foco

2, I propose that it is generated due to the type of information encoded in the 
Domain of the higher phase. Since the seminal work of Diesing (1992) the area 
above the VP is associated with discourse anaphoricity. Discourse anaphoricity is 
thus an inherent semantic property of the higher phase. Therefore, I assume that by 
moving into this area a constituent gets the corresponding interpretation as a side 
effect, just by virtue of being in the higher phase.      
 The idea is that the interpretational capacity of the first phase is limited to 
mere extraction of Information, i.e. to sorting out what is known and what is new. 
Basically, it echoes the outcome of Tree Splitting, where the verb phrase is mapped 
onto the nucleus and is assumed to be the domain of new information. Thus, on the 
level of the first phase the informative part of the proposition is separated from the 
rest. It is the function of the higher phase to establish how this new information 
relates to interlocutors’ intensions, beliefs, and to the overall discourse, because the 
relevant semantic information is introduced only at that level. This is the stage at 
which such notions as Speech Time, Modality, etc. come into play. In other words, 
at the higher phase it is established how the situation described by the nucleus 
relates to the world of the discourse.  

To conclude, I assume that the feature content of Foco
1 and Foco

2 is the 
same. What differs is the semantics of the Domain the focus head scopes over. This 
produces the described interpretive effects, e.g. Contrast, emphasis, strong 
commitment on the part of the speaker vs. the lack thereof.  
 That the attachment site of a functional projection brings about certain 
interpretational effects has been noted for other phenomena as well. For example, 
Ramchand (2004b) reports on the existence of two ways to express negation in 
Bengali. A negative sentence is formed by using one of the two negative particles 
clause-finally: na or ni. The two are in complementary distribution, and exhibit 
syntactic as well as semantic differences. 

 Ni can only be used if the verb in the sentence is in the Perfect Tense. 
Sentences with Simple and Progressive Present, Simple Past and Future can be 
negated exclusively by na. The two options are illustrated in (57): (a) is a sentence 
with the Simple Past Tense, and (b) contains a verb in the Perfect Past Tense.  
 
(57) a. ami   am-Ta      khel-am     na/*ni.    
  I.NOM mango-CLASS  eat.PST-1SG  NEG 
  ‘I didn’t eat the mango.’ 
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 b. ami   am-Ta      kha-am     ni/*na.     
  I.NOM mango-CLASS  eat.PST-1SG  NEG 
  ‘I didn’t eat the mango.’ 
 
Despite the same translation provided for both (57a) and (57b), the sentences differ 
with respect to the context in which they can be used. (57a) means that a specific 
event of eating mango did not take place. Thus it can be used in a situation when a 
mango which was on the table suddenly disappears and a person inquired about the 
mango refuses to have eaten it. (57b), on the other hand, encodes that the event of 
the designated type has never occurred at all. In other words, it can be paraphrased 
as at no point in time is it the case that I ate the mango.  
 To capture the syntactic and semantic differences between na and ni, 
Ramchand proposes that the two negative operators bind different variables. Na is 
an operator over event variables, while ni binds time variables. This analysis is very 
much in line with Butler’s analysis of phases. In his terms, na should be considered 
as taking scope over the situational, our lower, phase and ni over the propositional, 
our higher, phase. 
 Another illustration of how structural position can affect interpretation, 
also involving negation, was provided by Zanuttini (1997). She shows that post-
verbal negative markers in some Romance languages yield different interpretations 
depending on their position relative to some other elements in the clause. In 
particular, Piedmontese has two post-verbal negative markers: pa and nen. The 
former is used as a presuppositional negation, i.e. it negates a proposition assumed 
in the discourse. The latter is a simple negation which is used in sentences without 
any discourse presupposition. The two markers occupy different positions in the 
clause: pa occurs higher than such adverbs as gia ‘already’ and pi ‘no more’. Nen, 
on the other hand, follows these adverbs. The contrast between the two markers is 
illustrated in (58) and (59): (58) shows pre-adverbial position of the negation 
markers and (59) their post-adverbial position, using the adverb gia ‘already’. 
 
(58) a. A    l’e    pa  gia   andait a ca’.       
  SBJ.CL SBJ.CL’is NEG already gone to home  
  
 b. *?A   l’e    nen  gia   andait a ca’.     
  SBJ.CL SBJ.CL’is NEG already gone to home  
   
  ‘He hasn’t already gone home.’ 

 
 (59) a. *?A   l’avia    gia   pa  vulu   ‘ntlura. 
  SBJ.CL SBJ.CL’had already NEG wanted then 
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 b. A    l’avia    gia   nen  vulu   ‘ntlura. 
  SBJ.CL SBJ.CL’had already NEG wanted then  
 
  ‘Already at that time he had not wanted to.’    [Zanuttini 1997: 70] 
 
In explaining the difference between Piedmontesian pa and nen, the author claims 
that the difference is rooted not so much in the lexical meaning of the markers but 
in the structural position they occupy. This echoes the analysis proposed by 
Ramchand for the corresponding Bengali data.    
 The discussion about negation in Bengali and Romance strengthens my 
proposal concerning the interpretive nuances with Focus. The conclusion we arrive 
at is that the lower phase FocP encodes basically the same information as the higher 
phase FocP. Namely, for both focus heads the defining feature is [+info]. Any 
additional meanings arise as the result of the two FocPs taking scope over phase 
Domains with different semantics.  
 In the sections that follow I substantiate my proposal concerning the 
position of the canonical clause-final focus in Russian, namely the existence of the 
dedicated FocP. I will also propose a structure for the lower phase Edge.   
 
5.3.4 FocP approach to canonical focus: arguments 
In this section we will consider the derivation of sentences with Focus on 
arguments, i.e. I am discussing only cases of narrow Focus. Let us start with 
objects. (60a) is a sentence with focus on the DO, and (60b) illustrates the IO focus.  
 
(60) a. (Context: What did Olga send you in the package?) 
  Ona    nam    vyslala     fotografii. 
  she.NOM we.DAT  send.PST.FEM  photos.ACC     
  ‘She sent us the/some PHOTOS.’ 
  
 b. (Context: Who did Olga give our pictures to?) 
  Ona    ih     otnesla    babuške. 
  she.NOM they.ACC take.PST.FEM grandmother.DAT     
  ‘She took them to the GRANDMOTHER.’  

 
Based on the assumptions made in the previous section, I propose that the DO in 
(60a) and the IO in (60b) move to SpecFocP1 where they check their [+info] feature 
against that of the Foco

1 head. The other object moves to SpectopP which in (60) 
can be taken to project either inside the Edge of the higher phase or in the middle 
field. The subject is assumed to move to the SpecTopP, as it is the strong topic in 
both examples. The grammatical subject position, SpecTP, is occupied by a null 
expletive. The latter point will be addressed shortly. 

The derivations for (60a) and (60b) can be schematized as in (61a) and 
(61b), respectively. To indicate the flexibility of topP placement, it is given as an 
Edge constituent in (61a), and as a middle-field projection in (61b).  
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(61)  (a)     TopP       
      
        ona                  topP 
               nam             TP 
              expl        
                AspP   
            Asp’ 
         

     vyslala                 FocP1 

           fotografii              Foc’ 
       [+info]         

       Foc[+info]           vP 

                        

 (b)   TopP     

         tS tV+v tIO tDO  
  Ona            TP     
              
   expl           topP 
                        ih                    AspP 
                  
         Asp’ 
               otnesla             FocP1 

                  
          babuške 
            [+info]        
       Foc[+info]            vP 
        
        tS tV+v tIO tDO

  
The subject position, SpecTP, in both representations in (61) hosts a silent 
expletive. Why do we have to postulate a silent expletive here? The obvious answer 
is to satisfy the EPP requirement. But this brings in the next question - does the 
EPP requirement play any role in the grammar of Russian? After all, it has been 
argued that in topic-prominent languages [EPP] is dependent on topicality, i.e. only 
a topic can satisfy the EPP (Holmberg and Nikanne 2002, Kiss 2002). In our terms, 
this would mean that the EPP is a requirement that SpecTopP rather than SpecTP 
be filled. However, I would like to follow Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) and treat EPP 
as a universal requirement on predication. As argued in section 5.3 predication is a 
relation which is resolved in the Domain of the phase, not at the Edge. Therefore 
shifting the burden of EPP from TP to TopP is theoretically inadequate within the 
phase theory maintained in this work. Moreover, there is some empirical evidence 
for independence of EPP from topicality in Russian.  

Consider the examples below. The sentence in (62) is a thetic. The subject 
here is clearly not topical in any sense. This follows from the Focus structure of the 
sentence as well as from the fact that the subject is expressed by a non-specific DP. 
Nevertheless it has to move to the preverbal position. 
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(62) (Context: What happened?) 
 a. Kakoj-to  pridurok   protknul      mne   šiny. 
  some   idiot.NOM  pierce.PST.MASC  I.DAT  tires.ACC 
  
 b. *Protknul     kakoj-to pridurok   mne   šiny. 
  pierce.PST.MASC  some  idiot.NOM  I.DAT  tires.ACC 
 
  ‘Some idiot broke my tires.’ 
 
As stated in chapter three, there is a transitivity constraint on the VS inversion in 
Russian: the subject of a transitive verb cannot remain postverbal under sentential 
Focus. This requirement rules out (62b). I see no other way to explain this 
restriction but to admit that some requirement independent of topicality forces the 
subject to move in (62a), presumably the EPP. 

Data like (62) show that we have to distinguish between topic and subject 
in Russian. However, the question concerning the relevance of the null expletive in 
(61) still remains. The subject in (60) is a strong topic. In my terms this means that 
the constituent carries a [+about] feature and must move to SpecTopP. Why should 
it move to SpecTopP by-passing SpecTP? Can’t it move to SpecTP first, satisfying 
the EPP, and then raise to SpecTopP to check [+about]? The answer to this 
question comes from works of Rizzi (2004) and Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007), where 
it is argued that EPP should be considered a Criterion.  

To remind the reader, Rizzi (2004) argues at length that head positions of 
various A’-movements qualify as criterial positions, in other words, as positions 
that are linked to some scope/discourse-related properties. Criterial positions are 
contrasted with thematic positions; the latter are always first-merge positions that 
relate to the argument structure. Rizzi proposes that the subject position, for which 
he postulates a separate phrase - SubjP, is a criterial position on a par with the 
topic, focus, or wh- positions. His argument in favor of this assumption comes from 
the fact that subjecthood is traditionally conflated with topicality. According to 
Rizzi, the similarity between topic and subject is reflected in their having a 
common feature - [+about], and this is the reason for treating EPP (a requirement 
that a clause must have a subject) as a Criterion. Thus, if the subject position is a 
criterial position, it means that a subject moved to this landing site is frozen in 
place. Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) substantiate this hypothesis by showing that 
languages generally resist extraction from the subject position (the well-known 
Subject/Object asymmetry). The authors provide ample evidence that those cases 
which seem to contradict the ban on extraction from the subject position are, in 
fact, cases where the subject criterion is satisfied by some other means. These 
include using a resumptive pronoun, pied-piping a bigger chunk of structure 
containing the subject, and various expletive strategies. The crux of their analysis is 
that if a subject has to satisfy some Criterion other than the Subject Criterion, the 
movement takes place from the first-merge position, and the Subject Criterion is 
satisfied by one of the alternative ways mentioned above. This is very much in line 
with Chomsky (2005b), who puts a ban on mixed A’-A-A chains.  
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I adopt the view that EPP is a Criterion and induces freezing. Accordingly, 
a subject moved to SpecTP to satisfy EPP is frozen in place. That Russian does, in 
fact, exhibit the effects of Criterial Freezing is illustrated by (63). 
 
(63) a. Mne interesno    kuda Dina    dela      moi  
  I.DAT interesting.ADV where Dina.NOM put.PST.FEM my      
  očki. 
  glasses.ACC        
  ‘I am interested where Dina put my glasses.’ 
 
 b. *Kuda  tebe    interesno    Dina    dela    
  where  you.DAT interesting.ADV Dina.NOM  put.PST.FEM     
  tvoi  očki? 
  your glasses.ACC        
  ‘Where are you interested Dina put your glasses?’ 
 
In (63a) we have an indirect question selected by the higher predicate meaning to 
be interested in. By assumption, the position to which the wh-word moves is a 
criterial position, for it encodes questioning. If we try to move the wh-word further 
so as to construct a question with matrix scope, the sentence is ruled out (63b). The 
ungrammaticality of (63b) is caused by the wh-word trying to satisfy the wh-
Criterion in both the embedded and the matrix clause.     
 To sum up so far, I have argued that when an external argument is 
endowed with some criterial feature it has to move to the dedicated IS-related 
position skipping SpecTP not to be trapped there due to Criterial Freezing. SpecTP 
in this case is filled by an expletive. Russian does not contain any overt expletives. 
But it was argued that null expletives must be postulated for Russian (Perlmutter 
and Moore 2002). Therefore, the expletive satisfying the EPP in (61) is 
phonologically null.   
  Let us next turn to the subject focus, illustrated in (64a). On the present 
analysis, (64a) is derived as shown in (64b).   
 
(64) a. (Context: Who sent you these pictures?) 
  Nam  ih     prislala     moja   sestra.  
  we.DAT they.ACC send.PST.FEM  my.NOM sister.NOM 
  ‘MY SISTER sent them to us.’ 
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 b.  TopP       
      
      Nam             topP 
          ih       TP 
    
       expl      AspP     
    
          Asp’ 

              prislala              FocP1 
           
           moja sestra            Foc’ 
            [+info]          Foc[+info]     
              vP 

 
                   tS tV+v tIO tDO  
 
(64) is another illustration of the Criterial Freezing in action. The subject in (64) 
has to satisfy the Focus Criterion by entering into local agreement with Foco

1. Once 
it is moved to SpecFocP1 it is stuck in this position and the EPP has to be satisfied 
in some other way. Again, this is achieved by merging a null expletive in SpecTP. 

As in the previous representations (61a-b), the verb in (64b) undergoes its 
usual movement to Aspo. One of the objects occupies SpecTopP of the higher 
phase. The other moves to SpectopP projected either within the Edge or inside the 
middle field, the exact position being irrelevant. The sentence would be fully 
acceptable if the order of the two objects were reversed, as shown in (65). Which of 
the objects moves where depends on which of them functions as a strong and which 
one as a weak topic.  
 
(65) Ih     nam   prislala     moja   sestra. 
 they.ACC we.DAT send.PST.FEM  my.NOM sister.NOM 
 ‘MY SISTER sent them to us.’ 
 
Sentences with focused subjects constitute the strongest argument for the existence 
of the low FocP in Russian. There is, however, some additional empirical evidence 
in favor of this idea. It comes from the effects of focusing on Binding and 
quantifier scope relations. 
 Scope relations in Russian can be fixed by movement. Before we proceed, 
it should be mentioned that scope is a very intricate issue which has not been paid 
much attention in Russian linguistics so far. The only substantial works I am aware 
of at the moment are Ionin (2001) and Antonyuk (2006). The authors express 
radically different opinions on the matter: while Ionin argues for a frozen linear 
scope between two quantifiers, Antonyuk insists on Russian being essentially 
similar to English in that inverse scope is easily obtained in both languages.  

My position on this issue lies somewhere in between these proposals. 
According to my intuitions, inverse scope is easily obtained with indefinites, 
namely with odin ‘one’, when an indefinite follows a universal quantifier (UQ) 
(contra Ionin and in line with Antonyuk), as in (66). An important remark – we are 
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now speaking only about sentences pronounced with the neutral stepwise ascending 
intonation, with no special accenting involved.   

 
(66) a. Každyj vrač     osmotrel       odnogo  child.ACC  
  every  doctor.NOM examin.PST.MASC  one.ACC rebenka. 
  ‘Every doctor examined one child.’ 
        every doctor > one child; one child > every doctor  
   
 b. Každogo  rebenka   osmotrel       odin  vrač. 
  every.ACC child.ACC  examin.PST.MASC  one  doctor.NOM 
  ‘One doctor examined every child.’ 
        every child > one doctor;  one doctor > every child 
   
Although (66) might be argued not to be very illustrative since scope of indefinites 
can be obtained without QR via choice function (Fox 1995, Reinhart 1997), it is 
worth mentioning that if the order of the quantified DPs is reversed, i.e. indefinite > 
UQ, only the linear scope emerges, under the neutral intonation (as argued by Ionin 
and contra Antonyuk). 
 
(67) a. Odin vrač     osmotrel       každogo   child.ACC 
  one  doctor.NOM examin.PST.MASC  every.ACC rebenka. 
  ‘One doctor examined every child.’ 
         one doctor > every child; ?? every child > one doctor  
  
 b. Odnogo rebenka   osmotrel       každyj  vrač.  
  one   child.ACC  examin.PST.MASC  every  doctor.NOM 
  ‘Every doctor examined one child.’ 
        one child > every doctor;  ?? every doctor > one child 
 
If we take real quantifiers, Russian has morphological means to disambiguate 
quantifier scope. None of the previous studies touch upon this fact. The Russian 
existential quantifiers many and several can be either unmarked for case themselves 
and assign Genitive to the following noun, or a quantifier and a noun can be 
assigned case as a single DP and exhibit case concord. This is illustrated in (68): in 
(68a) neskol’ko ‘several’ assigns Genitive to the following noun, while in (68b) a 
quantifier and a noun are both marked Accusative. 
 
(68) a. Každyj vrač     osmotrel       neskol’ko  detej. 
  every  doctor.NOM examin.PST.MASC  several   children.GEN 
  ‘Every doctor examined several children.’ 
        every > several; * several > every 
  
 b. Každyj vrač     osmotrel       neskol’kih  detej. 
  every  doctor.NOM examin.PST.MASC  several.ACC children.ACC 
  ‘Every doctor examined several of the children.’ 
        every > several; several > every 
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If a quantifier assigns Genitive, the existentially quantified phrase cannot take wide 
scope. Thus scope relations in (68a) are unambiguous. If, on the other hand, an 
existential quantifier and a noun share the same case, scope reversal becomes 
possible, i.e. (68b) is ambiguous. Therefore, sentences with two quantifiers give 
rise to the same range of readings as those with a quantifier and an indefinite. 
Namely, if the UQ comes before an existential or an indefinite, scope reversal is 
possible.     
 Verbal agreement can also disambiguate quantifier scope. When a verb 
shows default agreement, i.e. SG.NEUT (in the past) and 3SG (in the 
present/future), an existentially quantified subject can only take narrow scope 
relative to a universally quantified object, i.e. only every > several in (69a).  
Agreement with the subject, as in (69b), can give rise to ambiguity.   
 
(69) a. Neskol’ko vračej     osmatrelo     každogo rebenka. 
  several  doctors.NOM examin.PST.NEUT every  child.ACC   
  
 b. Neskol’ko vračej     osmatreli    každogo  rebenka. 
  several  doctors.NOM examin.PST.PL every   child.ACC   
   
  ‘Several doctors examined every child.’ 
 
However, the ambiguity of (69b) is attested only under one condition: the quantifier 
within the subject has to be heavily stressed, as in (70).  
 
(70) b. Neskol’ko vračej     osmatreli    každogo  rebenka. 
  several  doctors.NOM examin.PST.PL every   child.ACC   
  ‘SEVERAL doctors examined every child.’ 
        several > every; every> several 
 
If the sentence is pronounced with the neutral intonation, only the surface scope is 
possible, i.e. several > every. In this respect, (70) contrasts with (68b) and (66) 
which are ambiguous irrespective of stress.  

The same scope-changing effect of stress applies to (67). As can be seen 
from that example, under the neutral intonation only the surface scope is possible. 
But, as shown in (71), stressing odin ‘one’ allows for  the inverse scope 
interpretation.    
 
(71)  a. Odin vrač     osmotrel       každogo   rebenka.  
  one  doctor.NOM examin.PST.MASC  every    child.ACC 
  ‘ONE doctor examined every child.’ 
        every child > one doctor;  one doctor > every child  
 
 b. Odnogo rebenka  osmotrel       každyj  vrač.  
  one   child.ACC examin.PST.MASC  every  doctor.NOM 
  ‘Every doctor examined ONE child.’ 
        every doctor > one child;  one child > every doctor 
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That stress influences scope in Russian has been pointed out before by Ionin 
(2001). However, she argues that focusing only one of the quantified arguments 
does not license the inverse scope. According to the author, the inverse scope is 
licit only if both quantifiers are stressed, as in (72). 
 
(72) a. Odin vrač     osmotrel       každogo   rebenka. 
  one  doctor.NOM examin.PST.MASC  every.ACC child.ACC  
  
 b. Každogo rebenka  osmotrel       odin vrač. 
  every   child.ACC examin.PST.MASC  one  doctor.NOM 
   
  ‘ONE doctor examined EVERY child.’ 
 
I strongly disagree with Ionin’s judgments in this case. In (72) one of the arguments 
necessarily functions as Contrastive Topic and the other one as Focus. Naturally, 
the leftmost DP can only correspond to the topic and the rightmost to the focus. 
This is reflected in the rising accent on the quantifier within the first DP and the 
falling accent on that inside the second DP. To get the opposite distribution of 
accents, i.e. falling on the first and raising on the second, is next to impossible. 
With the correct intonation, scope possibilities of (72a) and (72b) are the same as 
shown for (67) and (68b), respectively, i.e. it is unambiguously one > every for 
(72a) and ambiguous for (72b).  

The picture that we get for quantifier scope interactions in Russian can be 
summarized as in (73).  
 
(73) a. One NP…every NP      → one > every;   ?? every > one 
 
 b. ONE NP…every NP     → one > every;   every > one 
 
 c. ONE NP…EVERY NP    →   one > every;    ?? every > one 
  
 d. Several NP…every NP    → several > every;  ?? every > one 
  
 e. SEVERAL NP…every NP   → several > every;  every > one 
  
 f. SEVERAL NP…EVERY NP →   several > every;  ?? every > one 
 
 g. Every NP…several NP    → every > several;  several > every 
 
 h. EVERY NP…several NP   → every > several;  several > every 
 
 i. EVERY NP…SEVERAL NP → every > several;  several > every 
   
 As illustrated in (73 g-i), when a universal quantifier precedes an existential, the 
sentence is always ambiguous. But when the order is the opposite (73 a-f), scope is 
determined on the basis of intonation. In the unmarked case as well as when both 
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quantifiers are stressed only linear scope is possible. However, when the first 
quantifier gets the main stress ambiguity arises.  

The data presented above lead to two questions: (i) how to explain the 
universal/existential asymmetry, i.e. why (73g) is ambiguous while (73a) and (73d) 
are not, and (ii) why stress plays a role in determining scope, i.e. why (73b) and 
(73e) become ambiguous. I am going to leave the first question for future research 
for it requires an in depth study of quantification which is beyond the scope of this 
thesis. But I will suggest an answer to the second question. Thus cases under 
consideration are (73a-f).  

Both IS and scope relations are matters relevant for the C-I module. 
Suppose that the most economic way to deal with sentences carrying both types of 
information is to interpret a constituent with respect to IS and scope in one and the 
same position, and whenever possible, this is exactly how it is done. This seems to 
always happen when a quantified expression is a topic. That Topicalization cannot 
be undone at LF has been proposed before (Vallduví 1992). Why this is the case 
can be explained by the fact that when a quantifier (remember that we are only 
concerned with existentials here) has narrow scope it gets a non-specific 
interpretation. A Topic, on the other hand, must be specific and/or definite because 
it points to the discourse referent about whom information is provided. This 
requirement on topicality precludes the narrow scope. Since in (73c) and (73f) the 
sentence-initial quantified phrase functions as a strong topic it cannot scope under 
the universal. The interpretation of (73a) and (73d) can be accounted for by 
assuming that SpecTP is a criterial position as well and that reconstruction from 
criterial positions is highly restricted in a discourse configurational language. The 
interesting cases are (73b) and (73e). Here the main stress on the existential 
indicates its focushood. As I noted above, the inverse scope becomes possible 
under focusing. What this means is that focus on the existential makes it possible to 
interpret the constituent as if it occupied some lower position in the sentence. I 
propose that scope shifting is obtained via reconstruction of the focused QP. Based 
on the syntax of focusing developed in this work, I assume that reconstruction 
targets the position inside the low FocP. At this site a constituent can get both IS 
and scope interpretation.  In fact, given the theory of quantification, a quantifier 
should not be able to reconstruct into any lower position, e.g. first-merge. 
Otherwise, an operator variable configuration will not be obtained at LF.  

The explanation proposed for scope ambiguity under focusing is not 
without a complication though. Let us look again at (71), illustrating the scope-
changing capacity of focus. The focused constituent here is presumably in the left 
periphery of the clause. Based on what I said in section 5.2.2.2, the focused 
constituent in (71) should occupy the SpecFocP2 position. Given that FocP2 is a 
dedicated focus position, just as FocP1, it is not clear why reconstruction to FocP1 
should take place here at all. It seems to be a superfluous operation. To solve the 
problem I make the following suggestion.  

I assume that the observed facts indicate that the two FocPs are not in 
complementary distribution. Projecting FocP1 does not block projecting FocP2 and 
vice versa. In fact, if we assume that a structure is built incrementally without any 
look-ahead, we expect FocP1 to always be available. This follows from the 
following assumptions made earlier in this thesis: (i) any sentence must carry new 
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information, i.e. have Focus; (ii) the category-defining feature of Focus is [+info] 
and in this respect FocP1 and FocP2 are similar with respect to the information they 
encode, and (iii) [+D] is not a trigger for movement, it is simply a license to do so. 
Once we allow simultaneous projection of FocP1 and FocP2, the putative 
reconstruction from FocP2 into FocP1, as in (71), is in fact the instantiation of 
simultaneous, or parallel, chains a là Chomsky (2005b). The derivation I propose 
for (71b) is given in (74). 
 
(74)   FocP2       
                   
        odnogo rebenka3          TP 
 [+info],[+D]              
   expl           AspP 
                Asp’     
    
     osmotrel   XP 

        
          každyj vrač                 FocP1 

              odnogo rebenka2          vP 
      [+info],[+D]             
           tS tV+v odnogo rebenka1  

          
 
 

The two chains odnogo rebenka1 – odnogo rebenka2 and odnogo rebenka1 – odnogo 
rebenka3 are built in parallel. The heads of the chains are at the respective Edges 
and the common tail is in the first-merge position. When the structure is sent to 
Spell Out, at the PF side only the highest copy, i.e. the one in SpecFocP2, gets 
phonetically realized. But at the LF side the heads of both chains, i.e. odnogo 
rebenka2 and odnogo rebenka3, are visible because both positions are semantically 
interpretable. The copy within the first phase is deleted at both PF and LF, as 
copies within the first phase seem to be always deleted (Chomsky 2005b, Aboh and 
Dyakonova 2009). Importantly, we cannot have a single A’-chain: odnogo rebenka1 
– odnogo rebenka2 – odnogo rebenka3 , because as soon as the DP moves to 
SpecFocP1, it freezes in place. A consequence of the derivation represented in (74) 
is that both focus positions participate in interpreting the structure.  

Another piece of evidence in favor of the proposed analysis of the 
canonical focus in Russian comes from Binding. We have seen earlier that binding 
relations are usually established on the basis of the surface configuration. This is 
especially noticeable with respect to Condition C: (75a) and (76a) are bad on the 
indicated coreference, while scrambling in (75b) and (76b) improves the sentences. 
To feel the contrast these sentences should be judged under neutral intonation.  
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(75) a. * Ja   predstavila      eei sestre    Ol’gui.    
  I.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  her sister.DAT  Olga.ACC 
  
 b. Ja    predstavila      Ol’gui   eei sestre tDO.   
  I.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  Olga.ACC her sister.DAT 
 
  ‘I introduced Olga to her sister.’ 
 
(76) a. *Egoi sosluživec    obolgal      Ivanai.  
  his  colleague.NOM belie.PST.MASC  Ivan.ACC  
  
 b. Ivanai   egoi sosluživec    obolgal  tDO .    
  Ivan.ACC  his colleague.NOM belie.PST.MASC   
   
  ‘His colleague belied Ivan.’ 
 
Interestingly, if we stress the moved constituent, making it a D-linked focus, the 
coindexation turns impossible, as shown in (77). 
 
(77)  a. * Ja   predstavila      Ol’gui   eei  sestre tDO.   
  I.NOM introduce.PST.FEM  Olga.ACC her  sister.DAT 
  ‘I introduced OLGA to her sister.’  
 
  b. * Ivanai  egoi sosluživec    obolgal  tDO .  
  Ivan.ACC  his colleague.NOM belie.PST.MASC 
           ‘His colleague belied IVAN.’ 
 
The data in (77) replicate those in (73b and e) in that the focused arguments are 
interpreted as if they were reconstructed into some lower position. I assume that the 
reconstruction effect of focusing with respect to Binding finds the same explanation 
as was provided for reconstruction for scope. It has been claimed previously that 
Condition C applies at LF only (Chomsky 1993). If this is so, the ungrammaticality 
of (77) follows naturally because one of the A’-chains violates Condition C at LF, 
namely the one with the head in the low FocP. The derivation showing this for 
(77b) is given below. 
 
(78)   FocP2       
           Ivanai[+info],[+D]    TP       
 
 egoi sosluživec         AspP 
        Asp’     
    
               obolgal  FocP1 

    
    Ivanai [+info],[+D]     vP 
                    
      tS  tV+v Ivanai 
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One may want to interpret the data in (77) as an example of WCO effects. 
However, as noted previously, Russian does not seem to exhibit WCO, as shown 
again in (79). 
 
(79) Kogoi   obolgali    egoi kollegi  ti ? 
 who.ACC belie.PST.PL  his collegues.NOM 
 ‘Who did his colleagues belie?’         
 
To sum up, in the present section I provided an analysis of argument focus in 
Russian. Argument focus was argued to be derived by moving the relevant 
constituent into the FocP of the lower phase, i.e. FocP1. Moreover, on the basis of 
data from quantifier scope and Binding, it was shown that FocP1 and FocP2 can be 
projected simultaneously in which case the derivation involves formation of 
parallel chains.    
          
5.3.5 Verb focus 
Focus on the verb in SR is encoded in the usual clause-final focus position. This is 
shown in (80). 
 
(80) (Context: I see you walking to the office every morning. What happened 
 to your car?) 
 Ja    ee    prodala. 
 I.NOM it.ACC sell.PST.FEM 
 ‘I SOLD it.’ 
 
In CR, on the other hand, a focused verb can also surface in what looks like a 
canonical verb position, i.e. before the object yielding an SVO sentence. The object 
in this case is usually expressed by a pronoun. 
  
(81) (Context: I see you walking to the office every morning. What happened 
 to your car?) 
 Ja    prodala    ee  / % mašinu. 
 I.NOM sell.PST.FEM it.ACC / car.ACC  
 ‘I SOLD it/the car.’ 
 
Interestingly, unlike the situation with arguments, there is no semantic difference 
between (80) and (81) with respect to D-linking. As argued before, a preposed 
argument focus is always D-linked. In (81), where the focused verb superficially 
appears to be preposed, it is not required that the verb is D-linked.     

There are two ways to explain the focusing possibilities shown in (80-81): 
(i) the focused verb surfaces not in the low FocP1 but, as usual, in Aspo, or (ii) the 
focused verb moves to the low FocP1 and the pronoun in (81) is in some lower 
position.  

Option (ii) seems suspicious for the following reason. With non-verbal 
focus, backgrounding elements especially pronouns are highly degraded in the 
post-focal position, as shown in (82). 
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(82) a. (What are you going to give your husband for his birthday?) 
  Ja    podarju    chasy    (*emu / ??mužu) 
  I.NOM give.FUT.1SG watch.ACC he.DAT/ husband.DAT      
  ‘I will give him/my husband a WATCH.’ 
 
 b. (When did you see your neighbors last time?) 
  Ja    videla     včera    (*ih/ ?? sosedej).     
  I.NOM see.PST.FEM yesterday they.ACC/neighbors.ACC  
  ‘I saw them/my neighbors YESTERDAY.’ 
 
The fact that the backgrounding constituent in (82) cannot follow the focus 
indicates that there is no position lower than FocP1 which can host it. Therefore, if 
the verb in (80-81) is within FocP1 as is the object in (82a) and the adverbial in 
(82b), the contrast between the two sets of data is unexpected.  
 I suggest that the contrast between (81) versus (82) indicates that the 
position of the focused verb in (80-81) is different from the position of the focused 
elements in (82). Namely, I assume that the verb is always in its usual position in 
AspP, whether or not it is focused. Two questions arise in connection with this 
assumption: (i) why does the position of a focused verb differ from that of other 
focused elements? and (ii) how is focusing achieved in this case?  
 I propose that the difference between verbs versus arguments with respect 
to focusing comes from the difference in the semantic type of the two categories 
and the type of grammatical information they carry.  

Arguments can be assumed to be semantically more independent than 
verbs, or predicates in general. Most of the morphosyntactic information relevant 
for arguments is encoded DP-internally. This concerns gender, number, 
definiteness, and perhaps even case.  

Verbs, on the other hand, check all their features in the course of the 
derivation of a given clause. To put it differently, a clause is an extended projection 
of its predicate. A verb carries information concerning the location of the event on 
the temporal axis (Tense), the way in which the event is viewed (Aspect), and the 
way in which the verb is linked to its arguments (Agreement). Without this 
information a structure cannot be properly interpreted.  

The tendency of verb focus to be encoded differently from argument focus 
is well-attested cross-linguistically. For example, Northern Sotho, a Bantu language 
already mentioned above, does not have any special means to express argument 
focus. A focused argument occupies its canonical position and is not marked 
otherwise, neither prosodically nor morphologically. Verb focus, on the other hand, 
is signaled by the special tense morpheme a. As described in Zerbian (2006), when 
a is present in the sentence the verb is unambiguously focused.  
 
(83) (Context: Are you singing at the party?)    [Zerbian 2006: 98] 
 Aowa, ke a bina  (mo-nyanye-ng). 
 no   1  A dance CL3-party-LOC 
 ‘No, I am DANCING (at the party).’     
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In many languages verb focus is encoded by a special construction known as 
Predicate Cleft. This is a very common strategy across African languages. A few 
examples are given below.  
 
(84) a. kplòn Sέná kplòn    hàn  vĭ   lέ        
  teach Sena teach-PERF song child NUM    
  ‘Sena TAUGHT the children a song.’     
                     [Gungbe, Aboh 2004: 264]     
 b.  фo-фo- é   wó-  фo- é    
  RED-hit -FOC 3SG  hit 3SG      
  ‘S/he BEAT him/her.’          [Ewe, Aboh 2004: 272] 
 
 c. Kamau ne-kw-εndia    εnd-iri-ε      nyomba  
  Kamau FOC-SM(INF)-sell (SM)-sell-ASP-FV 9.house 
  ‘Kamau SOLD the house.’ 
                     [Kikuyu, Schwarz 2003: 96] 
 
Apart from involving doubling of the verb, verb focus in Gungbe differs from 
argument focus in that the focus marker wὲ, obligatory with arguments, is dropped 
with verbs (84a). In Ewe reduplication of the verbal root is observed in addition to 
doubling (84b).  
 Given that verbs are somewhat special with respect to focus marking 
across languages, my assumption concerning the different position of a focused 
verb in comparison to focused arguments in Russian acquires some additional 
support.   
 Let us consider the derivation of verb focus in Russian. My analysis is 
built on the analysis of Predicate Cleft, or predicate fronting with doubling, 
proposed in Aboh and Dyakonova (2009). The authors consider Predicate Clefts in 
Gungbe (84a) and Russian (85). 
 
(85) Prodat’(-to) my    ee    prodali. 
 sell.INF -TO we.NOM it.ACC sell.PST.PL 
 ‘As to selling, we DID sell it.’     
 
Although attested in both Gungbe and Russian, the construction has different 
pragmatic and syntactic properties in the two languages. In Gungbe it is used to 
express focus on the verb. In Russian, on the other hand, it is used not to focus the 
verb but rather to contrastively topicalize the event. This is indicated by the use of 
the contrastive topic marker –to which is usually attached to the fronted copy. 
Syntactically, the constituent moved to the focus position in Gungbe, i.e. the 
highest doublet, cannot be bigger than a verb, while in Russian the Topicalization 
can apply to a phrase, as shown in (86).    
 
(86) Prodat’ mašinu (-to)  my    prodali. 
 sell.INF car.ACC -TO we.NOM sell.PST.PL 
 ‘As to selling the car, we DID sell it.’     
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Aboh and Dyakonova argue that constructions like those in (84-86) result from 
parallel chains. The verb in such sentences simultaneously enters into checking 
relations with two different probes: Foco or Topo within the clausal left periphery, 
and Aspo within the inflectional domain. As a result, two chains are formed, both 
linked to the same foot. The form of the two chains varies cross-linguistically. 
While in Gungbe both chains are of Xo-type, in Russian one chain is of Xo- and the 
other is of XP-type. Based on data like (86), Topo is assumed to attract the entire vP 
as a result of generalized pied-piping, since the ultimate goal is assumed to be the 
predicate. At Spell Out, the tail of these two chains is deleted and the heads are 
pronounced. Consequently, we get what looks like spell out of multiple copies 
within one and the same chain, while in reality we have two distinct chains, each 
subject to the usual chain reduction operation. By participating simultaneously in 
two types of agreement relations (one checking inflectional features and the other 
one satisfying the discourse Criteria), the verb gets the corresponding discourse 
status (either Topic or Focus) and at the same time checks its Tense/Aspect 
features. The derivation proposed by Aboh and Dyakonova for a Russian Predicate 
Cleft, e.g. (85), can be represented as follows. 
 
(87)   TopP       
                   
             vP  Top’ 
           -to          TP 
    tS prodat’ tO      
             my       XP    
           ee        AspP 
                            

       Asp’ 
             prodali     
                            vP  
        
               tS v+V tO  
 
 
 
The data in (85-86) show that Predicate Cleft is available as a syntactic 
phenomenon in Russian. Therefore, I would like to extend Aboh and Dyakonova’s 
analysis of Russian Predicate Clefts to verb focus. I assume that verb focus is 
derived basically in the same way as contrastive event Topicalization, which means 
by parallel chains. The two chains involved in the derivation of the Russian verb 
focus are also an Xo-chain and an XP-chain. The Xo-chain is the same as that 
observed in (87), i.e. formed by V-to-Asp movement. On the other hand, the size of 
the constituent undergoing phrasal movement under verb focus is smaller than vP. I 
assume that Foco

1 targets the lexical verb and the phrase pied-piped to SpecFocP1 is 
VP. Thus the representation we get is the one shown in (88). 
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(88)  TP       
                   
     Ja             topP 
  ee         AspP 
           
         Asp’     
               prodala          
         FocP1 
       VP           
       vP 

     V   tO       tS            v’ 
               
      V+v        VP 

                 
        

          V   tO 
 

 
 
As can be seen from (88), I assume that there is, in fact, a copy of the verb in 
SpecFocP1 albeit the lack of any phonological content. This might sound as a rather 
ad hoc solution, given that usually copies at the phase Edge are pronounced 
(Chomsky 2005b). However, in the following I will present some motivation for 
this assumption.  

The representation in (87) differs from that in (88) with respect to the size 
of the verbal constituent that satisfies the discourse Criterion: vP in (87) but VP in 
(88). In (87) the verb within the fronted vP is spelled out as an infinitive, while in 
(88) it is not lexicalized at all, which I indicate in (88) by representing this copy 
simply as V rather than by some lexical item. Why can Russian not resort to the 
doubling strategy under focusing as well and lexicalize V in (88)? Put differently, 
why is a structure like (89) impossible in Russian, although not in other languages, 
as will be shown shortly? 
 
(89) *My    ee    prodali   prodat’. 
 we.NOM  it.ACC sell.PST.PL sell.INF 
 ‘We SOLD it.’ 

 
I suggest that the lack of phonological content in the focus position in (88) is due to 
morpho-phonological reasons.  

An important observation about the grammatical predicate doubling 
structures in Russian is that both verb copies are always marked for Aspect and that 
Aspect marking on the non-finite doublet must be identical to that on the finite 
copy, otherwise the sentence is ruled out. 
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(90) *Prodavat’   mašinu (-to)  my    prodali. 
 sell.INF.IMPF car.ACC -TO we.NOM sell.PRF.PST.PL 
 ‘As to selling the car, we DID sell it.’  
 
Aboh and Dyakonova (2009) argue that the aspectual identity between the lower 
and the higher copy follows from the parallel chain formation, i.e. because both 
aspectual and discourse features are checked simultaneously.    

Going back to verb focus, note that in (88) Foco
1 targets the lexical core 

not the verb resulting from the merger of “light” functional shells. The problem of 
spelling out V inside the fronted VP in (88) follows from the fact that there is no 
possible way to spell out a bare verb stem, which would result in an existing lexical 
item. An infinitive cannot fulfill this function because infinitives in Russian are 
always marked for Aspect. An infinitive for any verb comes in two morphological 
forms: perfective and imperfective (91).  
 
(91) delat’ – sdelat’   hodit’ – shodit’  brat’ – vzjat’ 
 do.IMPF-do.PRF  go.IMPF-go.PRF  take.IMPF-take.PRF       

‘to do’   ‘to go/to attend’  ‘to take’ 
 
Therefore, in order to get a proper infinitival verb form, aspectual features of a verb 
must be checked. Following Ramchand (2004a), I assume that Aspect expresses the 
relation between the event and the reference time. The aspectual head takes an 
event as its complement and by binding the event variable sets the aspectual 
properties. The event variable is not introduced as low as the lexical core of the 
predicate. And that is why the V in the representation in (88) cannot be spelled out 
as an infinitive. Infinitives in Russian require a more complex structure.         

 The proposed analysis implies that an infinitive is not always the default 
form. For instance in Russian, it is not. Another language supporting this idea is 
Yiddish. In Yiddish, as described by Davis and Prince (1986), the non-finite copy 
used in the Predicate Cleft construction differs from a normal infinitive. As shown 
in (92), the infinitive visn ‘to know’ is excluded and instead, the so-called, pseudo-
infinite is used. The pseudo-infinitive is formed by adding the suffix –n to the stem. 
The authors take this form to be the default verb form in Yiddish and the suffix is 
proposed to be a way to form a legitimate word, i.e. it is a kind of PF repair 
strategy.  
 
(92) Veysn/*visn veyst  zi  es. 
 to know    knows  she it 
 ‘She KNOWS it.’   
 
It is a distinguishing characteristic of Predicate Clefts across languages that the 
copy in a discourse related position is devoid of any Tense-Mood-Aspect 
specification. For instance, in Gungbe the fronted verbal form is a bare root, the 
aspectual morphology is observed only on the lower copy (84a). Similarly, in 
Kikuyu the fronted verb does not carry any TMA specification, the aspectual 
morpheme being stranded on the lower copy (84c). Russian does not have an 
equivalent of a bare root verbal form, which could be a well-formed phonological 
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word. Nor does it have a light “support” verb akin to English do. As a result no 
overt realization of the low FocP is possible in cases like (88).  
 There is a language that provides some evidence in favor of the proposed 
analysis of verb focus in Russian. It is a Gur language - Kabiye. Kabiye has a 
counterpart of (89) which is grammatical.       
 
(93) εsó  yá-ki   kέkέsi    kí  yáb-υ    
 Esso  buy-IMPF bean.cakes  KI buy-INF  
 ‘Esso is just BUYING bean cakes.’    
                   [Collins and Essizewa 2007: 192] 
 
As shown in (93), the higher copy of the verb is marked for usual verb properties, 
here Aspect, and the lower one encodes focus on the verb39. As we can see, in 
Kabiye Aspect is marked only on the higher copy.  

The verb focus construction in Kabiye and in Russian can be given the 
uniform analysis in terms of parallel chains. The only difference between Kabiye 
and Russian is that in the latter the copy of the verb inside FocP1 cannot be 
pronounced. 

The analysis depicted in (88) finds some additional support language-
internally as well. In particular, I argue that in certain cases we can actually see 
some overt material inside the fronted VP. It can be a PP complement as in (94).  
 
(94) (What did you do with your picture collection?) 
 Odnu   kartinu   ja    [otdala    v  muzej]Foc 
 one.ACC  picture.ACC I.NOM give.PST.FEM museum.ACC   to  
 ‘One of the pictures I gave away to the museum.’      

 
As follows from the context provided for this example, Focus here corresponds to 
the phrase containing the verb and the PP. The phrase moved to the low FocP can 
be represented by any of the VP-shells. For the sake of the discussion, I refer to it 
simply as VP. Given the proposed analysis for verb focus, (94) is derived as 
illustrated below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   
39  Note that the Kabiye morpheme kí is not an overt focus marker. For some 
discussion see section 7.2.2.  
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(95)  TopP       
                   
    odnu kartinu               TP 
    ja          AspP 
      Asp’     
     
   otdala         FocP1 

           
    VP[+info]    vP 

                    tS           v’             
          V   v muzej          VP         
               V+v        
       V  v muzej       
        
 
Sentences like (94) can be taken as evidence that what moves to FocP1 under verb 
focus is not just a V head but a phrase. The analysis in (95) captures the fact that 
the PP introduced by the verb forms part of the Focus.    

To conclude, in this section we considered verb focus in Russian, which 
on the surface differs from argument focus in that the focused verb occupies a 
position higher than FocP1. However, it was argued that on closer investigation the 
difference between argument and predicate focus boils down to whether or not the 
head of the chain formed by movement to SpecFocP1 can get a legitimate PF 
instantiation. A focused verb was claimed to check its focus feature by being 
moved to SpecFocP1 pied-piping the whole VP. Because bare verb roots are not 
well-formed phonological words in Russian, the verb inside the fronted VP phrase 
remains silent. The verb we see on the surface is claimed to occupy its canonical 
position inside AspP.            
 
5.3.6 How articulated is the vP periphery? 
So far in our discussion of the vP Edge we only concentrated on one peripheral 
position, namely FocP1. Are there equivalents of other peripheral heads inside this 
field?    

Let us recall the structure of the clausal left periphery defended in this 
thesis, which is repeated in (96). 
 
(96) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [topP topo [ FocP Foco [topP 

 topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 
There is clearly no ForceP inside the lower phase Edge since the information 
encoded inside this domain does not relate to the speech act. A partial confirmation 
for this conclusion comes from the interpretational differences attested between 
clause-final versus clause-initial focus. As shown in chapter three, preposing of a 
focused constituent into the left periphery of the clause produces a special emphatic 
effect. Such sentences have acoustic properties of an exclamation (Yokoyama 
1986) and are often interpreted as such. This effect is not attested with canonical 
clause-final focus. Sentences with clause-initial focus seem to be intrinsically 
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exclamative, while no special effects on clause-typing are found with the unmarked 
focus. This difference in interpretation can be linked to the more impoverished 
structure of the lower phase Edge, namely the lack of ForceP.  

The absence of FinP within the vP periphery is also rather obvious – 
Tense-Agreement specifications, crucial for Fino, are not encoded within the lower 
phase.  

As will be shown in chapter six, there is no clause-internal counterpart of 
InterP in Russian either. Pre-empting the discussion, the basis for such an 
assumption comes from the following observation. A wh-word in Russian cannot 
occur in the unmarked focus position, as illustrated by the mismatch between the 
question and the answer in (97). This indicates that a wh-word should not only 
check the focus feature, which is possible inside the lower phase, but also have 
access to the head related to questioning, i.e. InterP.    
 
(97) a. * Ty    na seminare   budeš’   rasskazyvat’ o   čem?   
  you.NOM on seminar.LOC  FUT.2SG  tell.INF    about what 
  ‘What are you going to talk about at the seminar?’ 
 
 b.  Na seminare    ja    budu   rasskazyvat’ o  vojne 1812 
  on seminar.LOC I.NOM FUT.2SG  tell.INF   about war.LOC    
  goda. 
  year.GEN 
  ‘At the seminar I am going to talk about the war of 1812.’ 
 
Thus we are only left with discourse-related heads as potential inhabitants of the vP 
Edge. As argued in chapter three, an aboutness, i.e. a strong, topic must occur 
sentence-initially in Russian. It follows that there is no equivalent of TopP within 
the Edge of the lower phase. Frames, as the name suggests, are also restricted to the 
beginning of the clause. This means that no FrameP can be found at the periphery 
of the vP either. The only legitimate constituent of this domain, besides FocP, is 
topP. A weak topic was shown to be able to occur anywhere in the clause.      
 It has been mentioned previously that backgrounding material in the form 
of a pronoun is not allowed in the post-focal position. Full DPs are also quite bad in 
this position. The relevant examples are repeated below.  
 
(98)  a. (What are you going to give your husband for his birthday?) 
  Ja    podarju    časy     (* emu / ?? mužu).         
  I.NOM give.FUT.1SG watch.ACC  he.DAT / husband.DAT   
  ‘I will give him/my husband a WATCH.’ 
 
 b. (When did you see your neighbors last time?) 
  Ja    videla     včera    (*ih / ?? sosedej).   
  I.NOM see.PST.FEM yesterday they.ACC  /neighbors.ACC 
  ‘I saw them/my neighbors YESTERDAY.’ 
 
These data indicate that there is no position which can host a weak topic lower than 
FocP1. However, there is some evidence for such a position preceding FocP1. If our 
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analysis of verb focus is on the right track, sentences like (81) repeated here as 
(99), provide some ground for postulating a topP above FocP1. 
 
 (99) (Context: I see you walking to the office every morning. What happened 
 to your car?) 
 Ja    prodala    ee / % mašinu. 
 I.NOM sell.PST.FEM it.ACC / car.ACC  
 ‘I SOLD it/the car.’ 
   
The pronoun in (99) is assumed to reside in topP dominating FocP1. Even though 
FocP1 is phonologically empty in (99), the topP hosting the pronoun cannot be 
assumed to follow FocP1 on the basis of the fact that a non-verbal focus cannot be 
followed by the backgrounding material (98). Some more obvious cases in favor of 
this idea are given in (100). Here we have a focused constituent, which was argued 
to be in SpecFocP1, and some backgrounding material preceding it, indicated by 
italics, which I take to be situated in SpectopP.    
 
(100) a. (Context: Who did you give my CD to?) 
  Ja    dala      ego   svoej podruge. 
  I.NOM give.PST.FEM it.ACC REFL  girlfriend.DAT     
      ‘I gave it to my GIRLFRIEND.’ 
 
 b. (Context: When did they tell you about my new position?) 
  Oni     rasskazali  mne  ob  etom   tol’ko včera.     
  they.NOM  tell.PST.PL I.DAT about this.LOC only yesterday  
  ‘They told me about it only YESTERDAY.’ 
 
Topic iteration inside the vP periphery was proposed for languages that exhibit 
Right Dislocation (RD) constructions (Villalba 2000, Belletti 2004). For instance, 
Belletti (2004) proposes that RD constructions in Italian, like that in (101), can be 
taken as evidence for a low topic position inside the vP periphery.  
 
(101) L’ha  comprato Maria,  il  giornale.   
 it has bought  Maria  the newspaper   
 ‘MARIA has bought it, the newspaper.’       [Belletti 2004: 28] 
 
The postverbal subject in (101) is argued to occupy the specifier position of the 
clause-internal FocP, i.e. our FocP1. The possibility of dislocating constituents to 
the right of focus, according to Belletti, signals the existence of a topic position 
below FocP1.  
 I showed above that nothing can follow focus in standard Russian. 
Nevertheless one can find constructions which formally resemble (101), i.e. a 
clause-final DP is resumed by a pronoun clause-internally. An example is provided 
in (102). 
 

  



 177 

(102) My    ego   nikogda ne  obižali,     našego soseda. 
 we.NOM  he.ACC never  NEG offend.PST.PL our  neighbor.ACC 
 ‘We have never offended him, our neighbor.’ 
  
As noted by Averintseva (in press), constructions like (102) are quite rare for 
Russian: they are genre-specific and used mostly in poetry for rhythmical purposes. 
Most importantly, on closer investigation, they are not true RDs. Clitic RD was 
shown to possess a number of specific properties that include (i) clitic resumption; 
(ii) strict clause-finality, (iii) recursiveness, (iv) free order of attachment, (v) island 
sensitivity (Villalba 2000). As shown by the following examples, Russian 
constructions involving resumption of a right-detached DP do not exhibit any of 
these properties.  
 
(103) My    opyat’ etogo pridurka  včera   vstretili,    našego    
 we.NOM  again this  fool.ACC yesterday  meet.PST.PL  our        
 soseda. 
 neighbor.ACC 
 ‘We again met this idiot yesterday, our neighbor.’ 
 
(104) a. Ja    v nem   prosto  duši    ne  čaju,     v      
  I.NOM in he.LOC simply soul.GEN NEG feel.PRS.1SG in 
  etom Nikitke.    
  this Nikitka.LOC 
 
 b. Ja    v nem,  v etom Nikitke,   prosto  duši    ne  
  I.NOM in he.LOC  in this  Nikitka.LOC simply soul.GEN NEG  
  čaju. 
  feel.PRS.1SG 
  
 c. Ja    v nem   prosto  duši,   v  etom Nikitke,   ne  
  I.NOM in he.LOC simply  soul.GEN in  this  Nikitka.LOC NEG  
  čaju. 
  feel.PRS.1SG 
   
  ‘I simply adore him, this Nikitka.’ 
 
(105) * Ja   ne  vstrečala     ee     tam  uže   mesjaca  
 I.NOM NEG meet.PST.FEM  she.ACC there already  month.GEN  
 dva, v clube,    Annu. 
 two in club.LOC Anna.ACC 
 ‘I have not seen her there for about two months already, in the club, 
 Anna.’ 
  
 

  



 178 

(106) My    tak hohotali    nad  istoriej   kotoruju on      
 we.NOM  so  laugh.PST.PL over  story.INST  which  he.NOM  
 nam    včera   rasskazal,    v smysle  Sergej.   
 we.DAT yesterday tell.PST.MASC in meaning  Sergey.NOM.  
 ‘We laughed so much at the story which he told us yesterday, I mean 
 Sergey.’  
 
As illustrated by (103), a right detached DP in Russian can refer back to an epithet. 
(104) shows that the placement of a coreferential DP is quite free in the clause. 
Example (105) proves the impossibility of multiple detachments. And finally, (106) 
indicates that extraction out of a relative clause, otherwise prohibited in the 
language, can be carried out under right detachment.  
 Based on these data I conclude that sentences with resumption of a right-
detached DP in Russian are not true RD constructions. Following Averintseva (in 
press), I take them to be derived by a post-syntactic operation. The resumed DP 
functions basically as a parenthetical. Therefore, I conclude that there is no 
evidence in Russian for the existence of a topic position following FocP1.   
 Given the empirical facts discussed in the present chapter we can postulate 
only two lower phase Edge positions both of which are discourse-related, namely 
FocP and topP. There is still a possibility that the vP Edge can host some other 
scope-discourse related projections. One such candidate can be negation. The fact 
is that the position of a negated verb in Russian affects interpretation in the way 
predicted by Zanuttini (1997). If a negated verb is placed sentence-initially (107a), 
negation gets, what Zanuttini calls, the ‘presuppositional’ reading: it is negating the 
presupposed proposition. At the same time, when the negated verb occurs low 
(107b), negation applies to a proposition which may or may not be presupposed. As 
shown by the felicitous questions for each of the sentences in (107), they have 
different Focus structure: in (107a) Focus can only be on the polarity while (107b) 
can also have focus on the entire proposition.  
 
(107) a. Ne  videli    my    tvoe    vystuplenie.  
  NEG see.PST.PL we.NOM your.ACC performance.ACC 
  ‘We did not see your performance.’ 
         Did you see my performance? 
         # Why are you so sad? What happened?         
  
 b. My    ne  videli    tvoe    vystuplenie.   
  we.NOM NEG see.PST.PL your.ACC performance.ACC 
  ‘We did not see your performance.’ 
         Did you see my performance? 
         Why are you so sad? What happened?          
 
Provided that Zanuttini’s (1997) analysis of negation is on the right track, NegP can 
be another peripheral projection present at both phasal Edges. This issue requires 
some further investigation. For the time being, the structure of the lower phase 
Edge in Russian we arrive at can be schematized as follows. 
 

  



 179 

(108) [topP topo [FocP Foco [ vP ]]] 
 
5.3.7 Summary 
In section 5.3 the issue of our primary concern was the canonical clause-final focus 
in Russian. The question was - is there a dedicated structural slot for a focused 
constituent? We considered the option of analyzing canonical focus as resulting 
from VP evacuation, whereby all the non-focal elements vacate the verb phrase 
leaving the focus in its first-merge position. However, this was shown not be the 
optimal solution for a number of reasons. Therefore, I took another track and 
argued that there should be a dedicated FocP low in the structure of a Russian 
clause that hosts the focused constituent. This analysis is built on the idea that vP, 
being a phase, contains a peripheral domain akin to the complementizer domain of 
the clause. The proposed analysis has been substantiated both theoretically and 
empirically.  
 From the theoretical point of view, assuming a CP-like Edge on top of the 
vP, helps to better characterize the notion of Phase. In the spirit of Butler (2004), I 
assumed a phase to uniformly represent a three-layered construct wherein the 
deepest layer introduces the lexical core, the middle layer corresponds to the 
Domain and encodes formal grammatical properties, and the topmost Edge layer is 
responsible for quantificational and discourse-related meanings.  

Empirically, the facts on the order and interpretation of postverbal elements 
in Russian served as arguments in favor of the vP periphery hypothesis. It was 
proposed that the Edge of the lower, i.e. vP, phase in Russian should minimally 
include FocP. Optionally a topP can be projected on top of FocP to host weak 
topics. Forceo and Fino heads are assumed to be missing from the lower phase Edge. 
Moreover, it was argued that, at least for Russian, there is no positive evidence for 
inclusion of TopP, FrameP or InterP into this domain. The structure of the lower 
phase Edge proposed here is repeated in (109). 
 
(109) [topP topo [FocP Foco [ vP ]]] 
 
Whether or not any other Edge positions are available in the lower phase is unclear 
at the moment and requires some further investigation.  
 
5.4 Conclusions 
 
Chapter five was dedicated to the analysis of Topic and Focus encoding in Russian. 
I adopt the idea that different interpretational nuances related to IS have a structural 
basis. In other words, constituents of various discourse statuses are assumed to 
occur in the dedicated structural slots. As the basis for my analysis I adopted 
Rizzi’s (1997, 2001a, 2001b) articulate architecture of CP. I also followed the 
hypothesis that IS features can be checked clause-internally and that certain 
criterial heads are replicated inside the clause (Ndayiragije 1996, 1999, Belletti 
2001, 2004, Villalba 2000, Jayaseelan 2001). As a result, we arrived at the 
conclusion that phases which build up a clause, vP and CP, must be structurally 
similar. The generalized format of a phase adopted from Butler (2004) and assumed 
in the present work is repeated in (110).  
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(110)  CP      
 C  
            hP 

 

  h  HP 
    

H  …    
   

The lower, vP, and the higher, CP, phases are identical with respect to the overall 
skeleton. However, the internal architecture of CP, hP, and HP of the two phases is 
not identical. Information encoded inside each phase is clearly different. The lower 
phase is responsible for constructing an eventuality, while the higher phase anchors 
this eventuality in time and transforms an event into a proposition. This functional 
difference between the two phases reflects the fact that phase Domains are not 
isomorphic. The ‘little’ heads constituting the Domain of the lower and the higher 
phase are not identical.  
 An aim of this chapter was to show that the architecture of the Edges is 
also different, using Russian data as an empirical basis. The periphery of the lower 
phase was shown to be considerably less complex than that of the entire clause. 
This seems like a natural conclusion given that the higher phase is more ‘out-
looking’ in the relevant sense than the lower one. Because of its propositional 
nature, the higher phase is sensitive to a larger variety of discourse-related 
information. The extent to which the lower phase is sensitive to IS was shown to be 
limited to mere extraction of the most prominent (or new) information. This idea is 
much in line with previous proposals which regard vP as the Focus domain. In the 
present work I attempted to substantiate this claim by granting the lower phase a 
formal way to encode Focus. The proposed FocP analysis of the canonical focus in 
Russian raises an issue that deserves some explication.       

Certain derivations argued for in this chapter involve a string vacuous 
movement. For example, in a sentence with a narrowly focused DO, e.g. (111), the 
proposed focus-induced movement does not change the linear order of the 
constituents.  
 
(111) (Context: What are you eating?) 
 Ja    em      apel’sin. 
 I.NOM eat.PRS.1SG  orange.ACC 
 ‘I am eating an ORANGE.’ 
 
Suspicious as it may be, string vacuous movement seems to be independently 
necessary in the theory. One such case is described in Svenonius (2000). Negative 
quantifiers in Norwegian obligatorily move out of VP. As the author assumes, this 
movement is motivated by the need to create a proper tripartite structure for 
quantifier interpretation. This requirement accounts for the ungrammaticality of 
(112).  
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(112) * Statsrådet  kan sende ingen befullmektiget til  forsamlinga.   
 the.minister can send no  delegate    to  the.assembly 
 ‘The minister can send no delegate to the assembly.’ 
 
Besides the quantifier movement requirement, H(olmberg’s) G(eneralization) is 
operative in Norwegian. To remind the reader, HG bans movement over overt 
material left in VP. Thus, even if the required quantifier movement takes place in 
(112) the result is still bad, this time due to violation of HG (113).  
 
(113) * Statsrådet  kan ingen befullmektiget sende til  forsamlinga.  
 the.minister can no  delegate    send  to  the.assembly 
 ‘The minister can send no delegate to the assembly.’ 
 
Given these facts, Svenonius concludes that the grammaticality of examples like 
(114a) indicates that the quantifier movement took place in a string vacuous 
manner, as shown in (114b). The verb in this case undergoes V-to-C movement 
(Norwegian being a V2 language), and nothing prevents the quantifier movement. 
That the latter indeed takes place is indicated by the contrast between grammatical 
(114a) versus ungrammatical (112).      
 
 
(114) a. Knut leveret ingenting inn.    
  Knut handed nothing  in 
  ‘Knut didn’t hand anything in.’ 
  
 b. Knut leveret ingenting [VP tv to inn]    
 
Another empirical argument in favor of string-vacuous movements is provided by 
Son (2003). The author uses this type of analysis to account, among other things, 
for the interpretation of wh-elements in negative questions in Korean.  

Normally a wh-word inside a negative question in Korean can only be 
interpreted as an existential quantifier but not as a question word (115). It is 
possible to interpret a wh-item as a question word in such an environment only if 
the wh-word is scrambled. In this case the wh-word is interpreted as D-linked 
(116).    
 
(115) Mary-ka  nwukwu-rul coahhaci-anh-ni? 
 M.-NOM wh-ACC  like-not-Q    
 a. ‘Mary likes someone, doesn’t she?’ 
 b. ?? ‘Who doesn’t Mary like?’ 
 
(116) nwukwu-rul Mary-ka  coahhaci-anh-ni? 
 wh-ACC   M.-NOM like-not-Q 
 ‘Who is it (among them) that Mary doesn’t like?’ 
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Interestingly, (115) can also obtain the wh-question interpretation, but in this case 
the wh-word must be heavily stressed (the word order remains the same). The result 
is a D-linked wh-question (117).   
 
(117) Mary-ka  nwukwu-rul coahhaci-anh-ni? 
 M.-NOM wh-ACC  like-not-Q    
 ‘Who is it (among them) that Mary doesn’t like?’ 
 
To explain these data Son proposes that stress in (117) is a PF reflex of the string 
vacuous short-distant scrambling of the wh-word.  
 The Norwegian and the Korean facts represent additional independent sets 
of data that require string vacuous movement. On a closer look, there is, in fact, a 
common base for Norwegian negative movement, Korean wh-scrambling and 
Russian focus movement. They are all motivated by the C-I interface requirements. 
Speaking about the legitimacy of string vacuous movement, Sabel (2005) argues 
that it is allowed only if it has an LF and, most importantly, a PF effect. That focus 
movement in Russian has an LF reflex is beyond any doubt. Interpretive effects can 
be considered the prime motivation for the existence of syntactic [Foc]/[Top] 
features (Grewendorf and Sabel 1999, Sabel 2005). Similarly obvious are PF 
effects. First, this is reflected in focus accent on the designated constituent. And 
second, as discussed in section 3.2.3, focusing affects phonological phrasing in 
Russian.  
  Therefore, the invisibility of the proposed focus movement does not 
constitute a problem from a theoretical point of view.   
 In the following chapter we will consider wh-movement. Question 
formation is another operation that falls into the class of peripheral, or criterial, 
phenomena. This chapter sheds some more light onto the architecture of the lower 
and the higher phase Edges and highlights differences in their internal make-up.    
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CHAPTER 6 
WH-MOVEMENT IN RUSSIAN  
 
6.1 Wh-focus correlation    
 
Our discussion of IS encoding in Russian would be incomplete if we did not 
consider wh-movement. Crosslinguistic investigations on IS showed that in many 
languages wh-words have the same distribution as focused constituents. For 
instance, languages that have a dedicated focus marker use it also with question 
words, as shown by the question-answer pair in (1) from Gungbe and in (2) from 
Kîîtharaka. 
 
(1) a. Étέ  wέ  Kòfí dù?      b. Lέsì wέ  Kòfí dù. 
  what FOC Kofi eat       rice FOC Kofi eat 
  ‘What did Kofi eat?’             ‘Kofi ate RICE.’        
                          [Aboh 2007b: 5] 
(2) a. I-mbi   Maria  a-ta-ir-e   
  FOC-what 1Maria SM1-fetch-PRF-FV 
  ‘What did Maria fetch?’ 
  
 b. I-rû-jî     Maria  a-ta-ir-e 
  FOC-11-water 1Maria SM1-fetch-PRF-FV 
  ‘Maria fetched WATER.’ 
                     [Abels and Muriungi 2006:4] 
 
In some languages in which Focus is marked only positionally, the same structural 
slot that is dedicated to focus is also taken up by a wh-word. This is shown in (3) 
for Aghem, a language that has a dedicated focus position immediately after the 
verb.  
 
(3) a. Á   mò zi  ndùghó bέ-kό án sóm     [Aboh 2007b: 10]  
  EXPL PST eat who    fufu  in  farm 
  ‘Who
   

 ate fufu in the farm?’ 

 b. Á   mò zi  énáo bέ-kό án sóm      [Aboh 2007b: 9] 
  EXPL PST eat Inah  fufu  in  farm 
  ‘INAH at
       

e fufu in the farm.’    

Moreover, when different strategies are available for Focus encoding, e.g. in situ 
and ex situ, the same strategies can also be employed for wh-question formation. 
For instance, the Kîîtharaka examples given in (2) have counterparts in which the 
focus/wh-word remains in situ without the focus marker, as shown in (4). 
 
(4) a. Maria  a-ta-ir-e       mbi   
  1Maria SM1-fetch-PRF-FV  what 
  ‘What did Maria fetch?’ 
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 b. Maria  a-ta-ir-e       rû-jî 
  1Maria SM1-fetch-PRF-FV  11-water 
  ‘Maria fetched WATER.’ 
                    [Abels and Muriungi 2006:3]  
 
Such a perfect match between focus and wh-elements led to the conclusion that the 
two share the same position in the structure, namely FocP (Rizzi 1997). This 
conclusion is reinforced by the fact that focus and wh-words are usually mutually 
exclusive within the same sentence. 
 In the present work, Focus in SR is argued to be encoded in FocP1 within 
the vP periphery. Given the wh-/focus correlation described above, one might 
expect to find the same position hosting wh-phrases. However, as evidenced by (5), 
this prediction is not borne out.    
 
(5)  a. *My   zavtra   pojdem   kuda?40 
  we.NOM tomorrow go.FUT.1PL where 
  ‘Where are we going tomorrow?’ 
 
 b. *Oni   nam   prinesli    čto? 
  they.NOM us.DAT bring.PST.PL what.ACC 
  ‘What did they bring us?’ 
 
A wh-word in Russian is required to move away from the postverbal field. The 
most natural way to ask a wh-question is to place a wh-word sentence-initially as in 
(6a). This is not the only possible landing site of wh-movement though.  A question 
word can also follow the subject as well as some other fronted material (6b). 
However, the most illustrative example in this respect is (6c), where an auxiliary 
precedes the wh-word.  
 
(6) a. O   čem  ty     budeš’   na seminare   rasskazyvat’? 
  about wha
     

t you.NOM FUT.2SG on seminar.LOC tell.INF  

 b. Ty     na seminare    o   čem  budeš’   rasskazyvat’? 
  you.NOM on seminar.LOC about what  FUT.2SG tell.INF 
 
 c. (?) Ty   na seminare    budeš’   o    čem  rasskazyvat’? 
  you.NOM on seminar.LOC FUT.2SG  about  what  tell.INF  
 
  ‘What are you going to talk about at the seminar?’ 
 
It should be noted that examples like (6c) have been previously claimed to be 
ungrammatical (Stepanov 1998). But according to my judgments, they are not 
unacceptable. Although some of my informants marked sentences like (6c) as 
marginal, none rejected them as unacceptable.   

                                                   
40 In-situ wh-words are marginally possible in echo questions.  
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The data in (6) put Russian in contrast to the abovementioned (as well as 
many other) languages in that the dedicated focus position is unavailable for wh-
words. This triggers a question – why should it be so? In the present chapter, I am 
going to tackle this mismatch between focus and wh- in Russian.  

To start with, let us consider some previous proposals regarding wh-
movement in Russian. 
 
6.2 Previous analyses of Russian wh-movement 
   
There is no unanimity among researchers working on Russian as to whether or not 
the language has wh-movement of the English type, i.e. whether a question word 
undergoes [wh]-driven movement to CP in overt syntax. On the one hand, fronting 
of a wh-element is obligatory (5 vs. 6), which can be taken as evidence that Russian 
is a normal wh-movement language (Liakin and Ndayiragije 2001, Liakin 2005, 
Zavitnevich 2005). On the other, wh-movement shares a fair amount of properties 
with IS-driven scrambling of non-wh-constituents, which brought some researchers 
to conclude that Russian lacks [wh]-driven movement and that the fronting we 
observe is of a different kind (Stepanov 1998, Strahov 2001, Bošković 2002). In the 
following two sections I outline these two positions and pinpoint some challenges 
they face.     
 
6.2.1 Russian as a wh-scrambling language 
Stepanov (1998) was the first to propose that fronting of wh-words in Russian is not 
triggered by [wh] feature checking. In other words, Russian is argued to be similar 
to languages like Japanese or Korean in which a wh-word can front but the fronting 
has nothing to do with question formation, i.e. it is not initiated by a feature of the 
interrogative Co.  

The driving force for movement of wh-words in Russian, according to 
Stepanov, is [Foc], a feature inherent to a wh-word (Horvàth 1986). On this view, 
the fronting operation we see on the surface is related to focusing rather than 
questioning. To distinguish it from pure wh-movement, i.e. movement necessitated 
by [wh] checking, the author refers to this operation as wh-fronting, the 
terminology I adopt here.  
 Stepanov’s analysis is based on the idea that true wh-movement must give 
rise to Superiority effects. The idea to treat Superiority as a wh-movement 
diagnostics was proposed and thoroughly developed by Bošković (1997, 1999, 
2002). Bošković (1999) explains the correlation between Superiority and wh-
movement through Economy. In particular, if a wh-word undergoes real wh-
movement, it does so in order to check [wh] on the interrogative Co. Being driven 
by a feature of the functional head, this movement must be subject to the Minimal 
Link Condition that requires an element closest to the attracting head H to check a 
designated feature of H. Consequently, only the wh-word closest to Co should be 
allowed to undergo movement. Moreover, moving only one question word should 
be sufficient to check [wh] on Co. In order to account for, the so-called, multiple 
wh-fronting languages that are not subject to Superiority, Bošković proposes that 
wh-words in these languages move for reasons independent of [wh]-checking.  
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Stepanov’s analysis is an extension of these ideas to Russian. The author 
shows that Russian does not exhibit Superiority effects in any contexts, as 
illustrated in (7-8). 
 
(7) Matrix wh-fronting 
 
 a. Kto    komu    čto    podaril?  
  who.NOM who.DAT what.ACC give.PST.MASC 
 
 b. Komu   kto    čto    podaril?  
  who.DAT who.NOM what.ACC give.PST.MASC  
 
 c. Čto    komu   kto    podaril? 
  what.ACC who.DAT who.NOM give.PST.MASC 
   
  ‘Who gave what to whom?’ 
 
(8) Embedded wh-fronting 
   
 a. Mne interesno kto    komu    čto    podaril.  
  I.DAT interesting who.NOM who.DAT what.ACC give.PST.MASC  
    
 b. Mne interesno komu    kto    čto     podaril. 
  I.DAT interesting who.DAT who.NOM what.ACC  give.PST.MASC  
  
 c. Mne interesno čto    komu   kto     podaril.  
  I.DAT interesting what.ACC who.DAT who.NOM  give.PST.MASC     
  ‘I am curious who gave what to whom.’ 
 
Another property typical of languages that do not have overt wh-movement, e.g. 
Japanese, is that a multiple wh-question does not necessarily trigger a pair-list 
answer (Bošković 1997, 2002). Russian in this respect patterns with Japanese: 
while English (9a) can only be responded to by (9b), Russian (10a) can be 
answered either by (10b) or (10c), if an appropriate context is provided41.  
 
(9) a. Who screamed at who? 
 b. Alice screamed at her husband, and he screamed at her mother.  
 c. # Alice screamed at her husband. 
 

                                                   
41 There is no unanimity among Russian linguists with regard to the interpretation of 
multiple wh-questions. While some reject single-pair answers (Strahov 2001, 
Grebenyova 2004), others admit that they are possible (Stepanov 1998, Liakin 2005). I 
agree with the latter group.   
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(10) a. Kto     na kogo    tam    kričal? 
  who.NOM on who.ACC there    scream.PST.MASC 
      ‘Who screamed at who there?’ 
  
 b. Maša    kričala      na muža,     a  on 
  Masha.NOM scream.PST.FEM  on   husband.ACC and he.NOM  
  na ee  mat’. 
  on her mother.ACC 
  ‘Masha screamed at her husband, and he screamed at her mother.’ 
 
 c. Eto Maša     opyat’ kričala      na muža. 
  this Masha.NOM  again scream.PST.FEM  on husband.ACC 
  ‘It was Masha screaming at her husband again.’ 
 
On the basis of the data in (7-10), Stepanov (1998) concludes that Russian can be 
considered a wh-in-situ language in what concerns [wh] checking. The requirement 
to obligatorily front (all) wh-words is linked to the tendency of contrastively 
focused non-wh-constituents to front as well. Therefore, following Bošković 
(1997), the author argues that a trigger for fronting is the strong [Foc] feature on 
wh-words. The fact that the trigger for movement resides on the target and not on 
the attractor is argued to explain (i) obligatory movement of all the wh-words 
present in the derivation42, and (ii) the lack of Superiority effects.     
 The head that participates in checking [Foc] on wh-words, according to 
Stepanov, is AgrS to which all the question words adjoin. This is shown to follow 
from the tendency of wh-words to precede temporal adverbs and the future 
auxiliary. In fact, on Stepanov’s judgments, this is the only legitimate position for a 
question word in Russian.  
 Despite its attractiveness in what concerns the explanation for Superiority 
(or rather the lack thereof) and the semantics of multiple wh-questions in Russian, 
Stepanov’s (as well as Bošković’s) analysis gives rise to some predictions which I 
show below not to be borne out.  
 First, if the trigger for wh-fronting were [Foc] on the moved constituent, 
we would expect to find contrastively focused non-wh-DPs only in the preverbal 
field. In other words, (11c), where the focus stays postverbally, should be 
infelicitous as a response to the context statement, contrary to the facts.43  
 

                                                   
42 Bošcović (1999) reformulates this idea and attributes the requirement on multiple 
fronting as well as the lack of Superiority in some Slavic languages as to a specific 
property of the attracting head. In particular, he proposes that a focus attracting head 
can, and in fact must, undergo multiple checking. As a result, all the elements carrying 
[Foc] get attracted without violating Economy.      
43 Stepanov (1998) claims that this is indeed the case. However, my intuitions as well as 
those of my informants go against such a prediction.   
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(11) (Context: Ivan invited Olga for the dinner tonight, right?) 
 a. Net, on    Ljudmilu   pozval. 
  no he.NOM  Ludmila.ACC invite.PST.MASC  
  
 b. Začem! Ljudmilu   on    pozval! 
  no.way Ludmila.ACC he.NOM  invite.PST.MASC  
   
 c. Net, on    pozval       Ljudmilu. 
  no he.NOM  invite.PST.MASC  Ludmila.ACC 
   
  ‘No, he invited LUDMILA.’ 
 
As shown previously in this work, focused constituents in CR can indeed front 
either to the middle field (11a) or to the clausal left-periphery (11b). To this extent 
focused and wh-constituents do behave similarly. However, there is a crucial 
difference between the two in that a non-wh focus can but does not have to front: 
(11c) is perfectly felicitous. Wh-words, on the other hand, must obligatorily front (5 
vs. 6). In this respect, Russian contrasts with some other in-situ languages, e.g. 
Korean, in which wh-fronting is never obligatory.  
 Second, as stated above, Russian is a multiple-fronting language. If the 
reason for obligatory fronting of all the question words were their [Foc] feature, it 
would be expected that multiple [Foc] checking should be allowed not only for wh-
elements but also for other types of focused constituents. However, as shown in 
(12), focus cannot be iterated in Russian, irrespective of the position of the focused 
constituents (i.e. whether both or just one is fronted).  
 
(12) (Context: I heard that you bought a new car.) 
 a. Net. * Petrovy   kupili    motocikl. 
  no Petrovs.NOM buy.PST.PL moto.ACC 
 
 b. Net. * Petrovy   motocikl kupili. 
  no Petrovs.NOM moto.ACC buy.PST.PL 
 
  ‘No. PETROVS bought a MOTO.’ 
 
Furthermore, it might be incorrect in principle to consider question words to be 
intrinsically focused. Recall from section 6.1 that some languages allow for 
different question strategies. In particular, Kîîtharaka was shown to have both in- 
situ and ex-situ wh-questions. Only in the latter case a wh-word can, in fact must, 
be accompanied by the focus morpheme. Aboh (2007b) carried out a systematic 
study on question-answer correspondence in languages similar to Kîîtharaka. He 
showed that questions with ex-situ wh-words must be replied to with sentences 
containing an ex-situ focus, while in-situ questions require an in-situ focus in the 
answer. In all the languages possessing a dedicated focus marker, the marker 
occurred with ex situ wh-words/focus only. On this basis, Aboh concludes that a 
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wh-word acquires its focus semantics by being focused syntactically rather than 
intrinsically.  
 Taking into consideration the inconsistencies between wh-words and non-
wh focus, Strahov (2001) proposes to extend Stepanov’s analysis and to equate wh-
fronting with IS-driven scrambling in general. That is, she argues that, since 
scrambling in Russian covers two distinct processes (Topicalization and 
Focalization), wh-fronting can also substantiate either of these operations. On 
Strahov’s account, wh-fronting is triggered by the need to check a [Top] or [Foc] 
feature on Topo or Foco, respectively. Thus, her approach differs from Stepanov’s 
only to the extent that she allows a wh-constituent to function either as focus or 
topic. The latter interpretation is claimed to arise in multiple wh-questions. Strahov 
argues that, although there are no syntactic Superiority effects in Russian, the order 
of wh-words is constrained by interpretive rules. In particular, she proposes that the 
leftmost wh-word in a question like (13) must be D-linked in the sense that it 
functions as a universal quantifier each over a predetermined set of entities44.  
 
(13) Kto    čto     prines? 
 who.NOM  what.ACC bring.PST.MASC  
 ‘Who brought what?’  

 
On Strahov’s analysis kto ‘who’ in (13) is moved to the specifier of TopP and čto 
‘what’ to the specifier of FocP within the left periphery of the clause.  
 Strahov extends the set of triggers for wh-fronting but, just as Stepanov 
(1998), she refutes the existence of true wh-movement in Russian. The author 
advances two main arguments in favor of this idea. First, Russian wh-words can 
function as bound variables in some polarity contexts, such as (14). 
 
(14) Esli kto     pridet,      provodi      ego   v 
 if  who.NOM  come.FUT.3SG take.IMPER.2SG he.ACC to     
 moj  kabinet. 
 my study.ACC 
 ‘If anyone comes, take him to my study.’   
 
In the above example the wh-element kto ‘who’ stands for an existential quantifier, 
e.g. anyone. This reading is licensed by the conditional mood in the subordinate 
clause. This fact is taken to indicate that wh-words in Russian lack inherent 
quantificational force and are not crucial for typing a clause as interrogative. 
 Second, Strahov argues that Russian possesses a yes/no-question particle – 
li.This morpheme is used exclusively in yes/no-questions (15) and is banned from 
occurring in wh-questions (16).  
 
(15) Priedut     li  roditeli? 
 come.FUT.3PL LI pare ts.NOM n
 ‘Will the parents come?’ 
 

                                                   
44 Strahov (2001) does not accept single-pair answers to multiple wh-questions.  
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(16) Kto    (*li)  priedet? 
 who.NOM LI  come.FUT.3SG 
 ‘Who will come?’ 
 
On the basis of (15-16) Strahov claims that typing a clause as interrogative is 
achieved in Russian by merging the question particle that can be either overt, as in 
(15), or covert, as in (16).  Following Cheng’s (1991) Clause Typing Hypothesis, 
Strahov concludes that, given the properties illustrated in (14-16), Russian falls 
within the class of wh-in-situ languages.       

Although Strahov’s (2001) analysis was envisaged as superior to the 
previous accounts of Russian as wh-in-situ (Bošković 1997, Stepanov 1998), I do 
not think the purpose was achieved. A satisfactory answer to the question of what 
triggers wh-fronting is still missing.  

As stated repeatedly above, focus does not have to front in Russian (11). 
In Strahov’s analysis, the idea of [Foc] as a trigger of wh-fronting is maintained. 
This is how the author derives ordinary wh-questions like (16). Thus Strahov’s 
analysis inherits the problem of the previous accounts, since it yields the same false 
prediction that post-verbal contrastive focus is illegitimate. Moreover, it gives rise 
to some further wrong expectations.  

First, given her assumption that the order of wh-words is subject to the D-
linking requirement, such that the leftmost one is obligatorily D-linked, we expect 
that D-linked wh-words must always undergo movement. I doubt that this is 
necessarily the case. If we take a D-linked wh-phrase like kakoj iz/kto iz/kogo iz 
‘which of’, we can observe that its behavior resembles that of D-linked wh-words 
in English. Namely, unlike a simple wh-word, it can stay post-verbally. This is 
unexpected on Strahov’s account.   
 
(17) Kto    pročel      kakuju   iz  knig? 
 who.NOM read.PST.MASC wh   books.GEN ich.ACC of
 ‘Who read which of the books?’             
 
Generally speaking, it is far from clear what exactly the interpretive effects of the 
reordering of wh-words in a multiple wh-question are. For instance, Liakin (2005) 
argues that when the set of alternatives implied by both wh-words is known, the 
order of the wh-words is really free. This is illustrated in (18). 
 
(18) (Context: I know that both of my friends, Denis and Maksim, are going on 

vacations soon, and that one of them is going to Greece and the other one 
to Italy. But I am not sure who is going where.)     

   
 a. Kto    kuda poedet?   Kuda kto    poedet?   b. 
  who.NOM where go.FUT.3SG    where who.NOM go.FUT.3SG   
    ‘Who is going where?’ 
 
On the other hand, if one of the sets is unknown to the interlocutor, Liakin argues, 
contrary to Strahov, that the wh-word that stands for the undefined set must precede 
the one which implies the known set. Such a situation is set up in (19). 
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(19) (Context: I know that all of my students will go somewhere for vacations. I 

have no idea about what exactly their plans are.)    
  
 a. # Kto   kuda poedet?      b. Kuda kto    poedet? 
  who.NOM where go.FUT.3SG     where who.NOM go.FUT.3SG 
           ‘Who is going where?’ 
 
What we see above are two opposing views concerning one and the same question 
– what are the interpretive differences of the order of wh-words in a question? By 
claiming such differences both authors try to show that multiple wh-words do not 
target one and the same position.  
 It is difficult for me to take either side because I do not see the proposed 
differences as clearly as the abovementioned researchers do. I think that such a 
difference should exist and that the wh-words in a multiple question are not 
informationally equal. However, I do not see a strong correlation between the order 
of wh-words and their interpretation. In my view, both variants in (19) are 
felicitous, which means that a D-linked wh-word can either precede or follow a 
non-D-linked one. In other words, for me both (20a) and (20b) are equally 
acceptable.  
 
(20) a. Kakuju knigu   on    komu   otdal? 
  which  book.ACC he.NOM  who.DAT give.PST.MASC 
 
 b. Komu   on    kakuju knigu     otdal?    
  who.DAT he.NOM  which  book.ACC  give.PST.MASC 
   
  ‘Who did he give which book?’ 
 
Going back to Strahov’s analysis, we see that the ordering restrictions are not as 
strict as they are claimed to be. Moreover, D-linking or topicality might not be the 
triggering force for wh-fronting at all. This has been illustrated in (17). A further 
indication to the same end comes from the following observation: a weak topic is 
free to stay postverbally as long as it is not preceded by focus, as shown in (21).      
 
(21) (Context: Who did you give this book to?) 
 Ja    otdala     etu knigu /  ee    svoej podruge. 
 I.NOM give.PST.FEM this book.ACC/it.ACC REFL girlfriend.DAT     
     ‘I gave this book/it to my GIRLFRIEND.’ 
 
The data in (21) dispense with another prediction generated by Strahov’s analysis, 
namely that no topical element can be postverbal.  

The conclusion to draw from the above discussion is wh-words differ from 
non-wh-constituents with respect to topicality as well as with respect to focality. 
These distributional differences between question words versus non-wh-focus or 
topic undermine assimilation of wh-fronting to Focalization or Topicalization.       
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6.2.2 Russian as a true wh-movement language  
There is another group of analyses of Russian wh-questions represented by works 
of Zavitnevich (1999, 2005), Liakin and Ndayiragije (2001), and Liakin (2005, 
2007). The common assumption of these authors is that Russian does not differ 
from English in what concerns [wh]-checking. A wh-word in both languages is 
assumed to move to a dedicated functional head which is endowed with [wh], or 
[Q], a feature relevant for clause typing.  

Liakin and Ndayiragije (2001) argue that [wh] is always strong in Russian 
and a wh-phrase is obligatorily moved to SpecCP, as in English. To explain the 
obligatory fronting of multiple wh-words, they assume that one of the question 
words moves due to the strong [wh] of Co, while the rest are attracted by the strong 
[Foc] of the Foco which is projected as part of the extended CP domain (Rizzi 
1997). In order to account for the lack of Superiority, the authors propose that the 
feature which is responsible for these effects is a phonological [+affix] feature on 
the corresponding functional head. In Russian both Co and Foco are marked [-affix] 
and as a result the order in which the phrases move to check their syntactic features 
is irrelevant, i.e. the [- affix] setting makes all the wh-words equidistant from the 
attracting head.  

In his later work Liakin (2005, 2007) modifies the account and proposes 
that the order of wh-words is constrained by discourse requirements such that the 
most informative wh-word, i.e. the one that does not imply the existence of the 
known alternatives, moves to the highest position which he coins D-WhP for ‘the 
most relevant for the discourse’, and the other wh-words are attracted to FocP (see 
the previous section for illustrations).  

Zavitnevich (1999, 2005), following Cheng (1991), claims that wh-words 
in Russian do not possess quantificational force of their own. Rather, they are 
proforms that are combined with one of the operators (interrogative, existential, or 
universal) in course of the derivation. In Russian, as in English, an interrogative 
determiner merges directly with the wh-word which, according to Cheng’s theory, 
means that a wh-word in Russian participates in clause typing. The trigger for wh-
movement, according to Zavitnevich (1999), is the strong [Q] feature on Co or/and 
Foco. She assumes that both of these heads can carry the feature specification 
[+focus], [+Q]. This particular assumption is made to account for the fact that a wh-
word in Russian is not always sentence-initial. As illustrated earlier, some 
element(s) can precede a question word. Moreover, in a multiple wh-question, wh-
words need not be adjacent but can be separated by some element(s). A sentence 
like (22a) is assumed by Zavitnevich (1999) to have the structure shown in (22b).     
 
(22) a. Čto    otec     komu   kupil? 
  what.ACC father.NOM who.DAT buy.PST.MASC   
      ‘What did the father buy for whom?’ 
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b.  CP 
 
  čtok  C’ 
 
   Co

[+Foc], [+Q] TopP 
        

     oteci  FocP 
 
     komuj  Foc’ 
 
           Foco

[+Foc], [+Q]   IP 
         
        ti kupil tj tk 
 
As shown in (22b), one of the wh-words is moved to SpecCP and the other one to 
SpecFocP, with TopP intervening between the two. In simple questions, when some 
element precedes a wh-word, the preceding element is also assumed to reside in 
SpecTopP with the wh-word occupying SpecFocP.   
 In her (2005) work, Zavitnevich amends her previous account and 
proposes that there is only one position responsible for clause typing, namely 
SpecCP. A wh-word carrying the [Q] feature undergoes movement for scope 
reasons. In multiple wh-questions, only one of the phrases is marked with [Q]. This 
assumption paves the way to the explanation for the lack of Superiority in Russian.  
 Similarly to Liakin (2005, 2007), Zavitnevich argues that the leftmost wh-
phrase functions as a true question operator, i.e. it is [Q]-marked. The rest are 
argued to be interpreted as universal quantifiers and to move for focus reasons. 
Thus unlike in her previous analysis, she excludes Foco as a clause-typing head in 
Russian. Instead, all the wh-phrases, with the exception of the leftmost one, are 
devoid of [Q]. They function as variables and are bound by the operator within the 
highest wh-word under c-command.    
 The main challenge for the analyses discussed in this section are sentences 
like (23), where the wh-word follows the finite verb. Despite their variable status, 
such data are well attested. They can hardly be explained on an obligatory wh-
movement account. 
 
(23) a. (?)Ty   teper’ vpred’     budeš’   kak  postupat’? 
  you.NOM now  from.now.on  FUT.2SG how  behave.INF  
  ‘How are you going to behave from now on?’ 
 
 b. (?) My  dolzhny  vo skol’ko  vyjti? 
      we.NOM MOD.PL at  how.much leave.INF 
  ‘At what time should we leave?’ 
 
 c. (?) Ty   otpusk     sobiraeš’sja    kogda brat’? 
  you.NOM vacation.ACC be.going.PRS.3PL when take.INF  
  ‘When are you going to take your vacations?’ 
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Besides, in all the studies described in this section, the role of focus in multiple wh-
movement is underlined. This brings us back to the question of why non-wh 
focused phrases undergo optional fronting (at least in CR), as opposed to wh-words. 
Zavitnevich (1999) mentions the licensing of interrogative Do as a trigger for 
movement (à la Cheng 1991). But since in her more recent work she assumes that 
only one wh-word can carry [Q], it is no longer clear what this licensing is 
supposed to mean.  
 
6.2.3 Discussion: wh-movement or wh-fronting? 
In the previous sections we reviewed some existing analyses of Russian wh-
questions. There is a general assumption that is shared by both in-situ and ex-situ 
approaches. Namely, the proponents of both positions underline the role of focus in 
the positioning of wh-words in Russian. However, the idea about focus as the 
primary trigger for movement of wh-words has been challenged above. In order to 
maintain such an idea the difference between wh-elements and non-wh-focus 
should be explained. Moreover, as argued in chapter three, preposing in Russian 
does not have to do with focus at all. It was rather proposed that the fronting 
operation is licensed by D-linking. If that is true, we can hypothesize that D-linking 
is what stands behind preposing of wh-words as well. On the basis of the definition 
of D-linking given in chapter three, repeated in (24) below, this seems quite 
plausible.  
 
(24) A constituent is D-linked if it has been explicitly mentioned in the previous 

discourse, is situationally given by being physically present at the moment 
of communication, or can be easily inferred from the context by being in 
the set relation with some other entity or event figuring in the preceding 
discourse.  

 
The formulation in (24) introduces three types of D-linking: explicit, situational and 
implicit, or set-related. Wh-words can be conceived of as being implicitly D-linked 
since semantically a wh-word is assumed to denote a set of individuals, i.e. a wh-
word gives some hints as to the possible replacements of it in the answer (Chomsky 
1971, Hamblin 1973). Note that the definition in (24) does not require that the set 
includes only known alternatives. This is why it is wider than the classical 
understanding of D-linking (Pesetsky 1987). The latter crucially relies on the 
identifiability of the alternatives in the set. If we were to use the classical definition 
of D-linking, it would be problematic to hold D-linking responsible for preposing 
of question words in Russian. We have already seen in section 6.2.1 that wh-words 
which are D-linked in the strict sense (e.g. kakoj iz ‘which of’) behave differently 
from normal wh-words in that they are exempt from the obligatory fronting. This 
means that we should distinguish between weak D-linking for which it is sufficient 
to have an open set of alternatives and strong D-linking requiring a closed set. 
Based on this, we can say that all wh-words are weakly D-linked but only a subset 
of them is also strongly D-linked. 
 With this in mind, we can try to explain the obligatory preposing of wh-
words in Russian by claiming that they are weakly D-linked and that weak D-
linking is sufficient to make these constituents move. However, changing the 
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movement trigger from focus to D-linking still does not answer the question of why 
weak D-linking makes the preposing obligatory only for wh-words. In CR a non-
wh-focus, even when D-linked (either weakly or strongly) is free to stay post-
verbally. The conclusion is that neither focus nor D-linking constitutes a good 
motivation for the movement of wh-words in Russian. There must be some other 
reason for these constituents to leave their first-merge positions.           

One possibility is that Russian is a true wh-movement language, i.e. (at 
least) one of the wh-words must always move to satisfy the requirement of сlause 
еyping. After all, the clause-initial position of a wh-word is by far the most 
preferred option. In this case, though, we expect to find some consistency in wh-
placement. For instance in English, a wh-word is always clause-initial, which has 
been analyzed as indicating that the operator which enters into the relation with an 
interrogative Co is inseparable from the wh-phrase (Cheng 1991, Cable 2007).  

In Russian, as shown above, the restrictions on wh-word placement are not 
so strict. Besides the canonical initial position, a question word can appear in a 
number of other places. Most importantly, it is allowed to occur between an 
auxiliary and a lexical infinitive. Assuming that the auxiliary occupies the highest 
head in the IP domain, a wh-word in such cases must be lower than the CP field. 
This is not quite compatible with an obligatory-wh-movement hypothesis.  

In fact, with respect to their placement, wh-words are similar to scrambled 
non-wh-constituents. The examples in (25) pattern nicely with those in (26). 
 
(25) a. Vy    sobiraetes’     vo skol’ko  vyjti’?      
  you.NOM be.going.PRS.2PL at  how.early leave.INF 
 
 b. Vy    vo skol’ko   sobiraetes’         vyjti?  

 

  you.NOM at  how.early  be.going.PRS.2PL leave.INF 
 
 c. Vo skol’ko   vy    sobiraetes’     vyjti? 
  at  how.early  you.NOM be.going.PRS.2PL leave.INF 
   
  ‘What time are you going leave?’ 
 
(26) a. My    sobiraemsja    v tri     vyjti. 
  we.NOM be.going.PRS.1PL at three leave.INF 
  
 b. My    v tri   sobiraemsja        vyjti. 
  we.NOM at three  be.going.PRS.1PL leave.INF 
 
 c. V tri   my    sobiraemsja    vyjti.  

 

  at three  we.NOM be.going.PRS.1PL leave.INF 
 
  ‘We are going to leave at THREE.’ 
 
A further indication of the similarity between wh-words and scrambled non-wh-
phrases is that the latter just like the former do not show any Superiority effects. 
This is shown in (27).  
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 (27) a. Mila    podrugami    [svoj secret]k   ne  rasskažet ti  tk.   
  Mila.NOM  girl.friends.DAT REFL secret.ACC NEG tell.FUT.3SG 

 
 b. Mila    [svoj secret]k   podrugami    ne  rasskažet ti  tk.   
  Mila.NOM  REFL secret.ACC girl.friends.DAT NEG tell.FUT.3SG 
 
 c. Podrugami    [svoj sekret]k   Mila    ne  rasskažet ti  tk.  
  girl.friends.DAT REFL secret.ACC  Mila.NOM  NEG tell.FUT.3SG    
 
 d. [Svoj sekret]k   podrugami     Mila    ne  rasskažet ti  tk.    
  REFL secret.ACC girl.friends.DAT Mila.NOM  NEG tell.FUT.3SG  
 
  ‘Mila will not tell her secret to her girl friends.’ 
 
Given our assumptions concerning the base order of internal arguments from 
chapter two, their mutual order after scrambling in (27b) and (27d) clearly violates 
Superiority. Nevertheless the sentences are perfectly acceptable.  
 On the basis of the abovementioned facts, it is very tempting to conclude 
that Russian totally lacks wh-movement and has only wh-fronting. Some arguments 
in favor of this idea have already been discussed in section 6.2.1. It was shown that 
Russian patterns with wh-in-situ languages with respect to the possibility of non-
pair-list answers to multiple questions, context-dependent variability in 
interpretation of wh-elements (interrogatives versus existentials), and the 
availability of an overt question particle (li). If we just relied on these facts, we 
could admit that Russian is a wh-in-situ language which possesses an independently 
motivated wh-fronting operation. But the picture is, in fact, more complex.  

There is a crucial difference between wh-in-situ languages and Russian 
which has been ignored by the advocates of the in-situ analysis. True wh-in-situ 
languages do not exhibit any root-embedded asymmetry. As shown in (28), the 
same strategy, i.e. in situ, is employed for forming matrix as well as indirect 
questions in Mandarin Chinese.  
 
(28) a. hufei mai-le   sheme              [Cheng 1991: 11] 
  Hufei buy-ASP what         
   ‘What did Hufei buy?’ 
 
 b. qiaofong  xiang-zhidao  hufei mai-le   sheme  
  Qiaofong want-know  Hufei buy-ASP what      
  ‘Qiaofong wonders what Hufei bought.’ 
 
Russian, on the other hand, does not allow for a wh-word to occur clause-internally 
in an indirect question, as evidenced by (29).   
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(29) Boris    sprašivaet   kogda Ivan  (*kogda) budet (*kogda)   
 Boris.NOM ask.PRS.3SG  when Ivan.NOM    FUT.3SG 
    vystupat’. 
 present.INF 
 ‘Boris is asking when Ivan is going to present.’ 
 
This fact is quite surprising if a wh-question in Russian is formed by merging a null 
wh-operator in SpecCP (Strahov 2001).  

To sum up, one the one hand, Russian wh-words are not always in the 
same position; on the other hand, this variability in placement is restricted. In the 
sections that follow I am arguing that Russian employs both wh-fronting and wh-
movement. In particular, I propose that Russian patterns with, the so-called, 
optional wh-in-situ languages like French.  
 
6.3 Russian is like French 
 
French is known for allowing both in-situ as well as movement-derived wh-
questions, as shown in (30).  
 
(30) a. Qui  as-tu   vu?       b. Tu as   vu  qui?   
  who  have-you seen        you have seen  who 
          ‘Who have you seen?’ 
  
Extensive research on the issue (Chang 1997, Mathieu 1999, Bošcović 2000, Cheng 
and Rooryck 2000) has shown that the use of French questions like (30b) is quite 
constrained.  

First of all, as illustrated in (31), such questions are only possible in matrix 
clauses. As we have seen above, a true in-situ language is not subject to this 
restriction (28).  
 
(31) a. Je  me  demande qui  tu  as  vu. 
  I  REFL wonder  who you have seen 
  
 b. *Je me  demande tu  as   vu  qui. 
  I  REFL wonder  you have seen  who 
   
  ‘I wonder who you have seen.’ 
 
Second, in-situ wh-words in French cannot occur within the scope of certain 
operators, such as negation, modals, quantificational adverbs, and quantifiers. As 
noted in Cheng and Rooryck (2000), Chinese, a wh-in-situ language, does not 
exhibit such intervention effects.   
 
(32) a. * Tous les filles ont  acheté  quoi? 
   all  the girls  have bought what   
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 b. Qu’  est-ce  que  tous  les filles ont  acheté? 
  what EST-CE QUE all  the girls  have bought  
   
  ‘What have all the girls bought?’ 
 
(33) a. * Jean ne  mange  pas  quoi? 
  Jean  NEG eats   NEG what 
 
 b. Que  Jean  ne  mange-t-il pas? 
  what Jean  NEG eats-he  NEG  
   
  ‘What doesn’t Jean eat?’ 
 
The next property of the French wh-in-situ is that such questions have an intonation 
different from sentences with wh-movement. In particular, they are pronounced 
with the rising contour characteristic of yes/no-questions. 
 And finally, questions that lack wh-movement in French are argued to give 
rise to a special interpretation. Namely, the presupposition part of such questions, 
i.e. the sentence minus the question word, is perceived as being necessarily true. 
This means that (30b) cannot be answered by pas un seul ‘not a single one’. When 
asking (30b), contrary to (30a), the speaker shows his certainty that the event of 
seeing somebody actually took place.   
 Russian is, of course, different from French, as well as from pure in-situ 
languages, in that it does not allow true in-situ but requires, at least, wh-fronting. 
However, if we consider wh-fronting cases, we notice that they bear obvious 
similarities with the French-style in-situ. 
 We have already seen in the previous section that wh-words in Russian 
cannot remain in the middle field in embedded clauses. The same holds of the 
French in-situ (31). 

 Furthermore, as shown by (34-35), a wh-word cannot follow negation or a 
quantifier, but can precede them. The contrast between (34b) versus (34c) indicates 
that the problem with (34b) lies in the presence of the negation marker. (34a), in 
which the wh-word precedes the negation, is possible, although the extraction 
triggers a presupposition of existence typical of extractions out of Weak Islands 
(Starke 2001), i.e. a speaker must have some possible substitutions for a wh-word 
in mind. Starke (2001) states that the accommodation of the existential 
presupposition for an in-situ wh-word in French can rescue sentences like (33a). 
This is not the case in Russian: (34b), according to my intuitions, is bad with or 
without such a presupposition.           
 
(34) a. Kuda ty     ne  budeš’   bol’še     ezdit’? 
  where you.NOM NEG FUT.2SG from.now.on  go.INF      
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 b. ?? Ty   ne  budeš’   kuda bol’še     ezdit’? 
  you.NOM NEG FUT.2SG where from.now.on  go.INF  
   
  ‘Where are you not going anymore?’ 
 
 c. Ty    na jogu    teper’ budeš’   kuda ezdit’? 
  you.NOM for yoga.ACC now  FUT.2SG where go.INF   
  ‘Where are you going for yoga from now on?’ 
 
(35) a. Čem   vse    budut   zanimat’sja  v  vyhodnye?  
  what.INST all.NOM  FUT.3PL engage.in.INF on weekends 
 
 b. ?(?) V vyhodnye vse   budut   čem     zanimat’sja? 
   on weekends all.NOM FUT.3PL what.INST  engage.in.INF  
   
  ‘What is everybody going to do on the weekends?’ 
 
Whether or not the existential presupposition is present in (35a) is less clear. 
However, the difference in acceptability between (35a) and (35b) is attested and it 
is parallel to that observed in the French examples in (32). 
 Furthermore, Russian questions with wh-fronting to the middle field give 
rise to the same interpretive effects as French in-situ. Such sentences imply a strong 
belief on the part of the speaker that the event described in the background part did 
take place. This is illustrated by the short dialogues below. 
 
(36) A:  Kogda  my    budem  delat’   suši?  
   when  we.NOM FUT.1PL make.INF sushi.ACC   
   ‘When are we going to make sushi?’  
 B:  Nikogda.  
   never  
   ‘Never.’ 
 
(37) A:  My    suši     budem  kogda   delat’? 
   we.NOM sushi.ACC  FUT.1PL when  make.INF   
  ‘When are we going to make sushi?’  
 B:  # Nikogda.  
   never  
   ‘Never.’ 
 
A question like the one in (37) is only felicitous in the situation when the making of 
sushi is a decided plan and the speaker is interested only in the exact identification 
of the day/time when the event will take place. That is why the response given in 
(37) is infelicitous. A canonical wh-initial question (36) is devoid of any particular 
presupposition making the negative answer possible. In fact, there is a clear 
syntactic indication of the existence of the mentioned pragmatic nuance in wh-
fronting. Weak topics, denoting familiar entities, have a strong tendency to 
scramble in Russian. When a wh-word undergoes fronting to the middle field, 
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postverbal weak topics are not allowed. That is why the question from (37) 
becomes worse if the object follows the verb, as it does in (38).  
 
(38) ?(?) My  budem  kogda  delat’   suši? 
 we.NOM  FUT.1PL when make.INF sushi.ACC  
 ‘When are we going to make sushi?’  
  
The necessity of scrambling other postverbal constituents under wh-fronting can be 
considered a syntactic reflex of the described presuppositional effect.   

Note that nothing changes if the object in (36) undergoes scrambling, i.e. 
the response remains felicitous. This shows that the implicature present in (37) is 
triggered not by object scrambling but rather by wh-fronting.  
 And finally, there is a certain correlation between the middle-field position 
of a wh-word and the intonation such sentences can have. Given in isolation and 
without any prosodic cues, a sentence like (39) is ambiguous in Russian. As 
reflected in the translation, the question can be understood either as a wh-question 
or as a yes/no-question. 45               
 
(39) My    v  vyhodnye kuda pojdem? 
 we.NOM  on weekends where go.FUT.1PL 
 ‘Where are we going on the weekends?’  
 ‘Are we going anywhere on the weekends?’ 
 
The question in (39) is disambiguated by intonation. A yes/no-question has a 
sharply rising accent on the finite verb. On the wh-question reading, the accent, 
rising but less so than in a yes/no-question, falls on the wh-word and the following 
verb is totally de-accented. The two intonation patterns are indicated by capitals in 
(40). 
 
(40) a. My v vyhodnye kuda POJDEM?  Yes/no-question 
      b. My v vyhodnye KUDA pojdem?  Wh-question 
 
Recall that French in-situ wh-questions have an intonation typical of polar 
interrogatives. Cheng and Rooryck (2000) argue that they are possible only with 
such an intonation and take this as a licensing condition on the French in-situ.  
 Russian facts are somewhat different in that, as we have seen above, wh-
questions formed by wh-fronting are characterized by their own distinct intonation 
pattern. However, there is a common base here: both in French and in Russian a 

                                                   
45 That bare wh-words in Russian can function as indefinites in conditional clauses is an 
often-noted and widely accepted fact. The interpretation of bare wh-elements as 
indefinites in yes/no-questions is not so widely recognized. Nevertheless, my pilot study 
showed that native speakers have no problem with using bare wh-items in such 
contexts. In fact, one of the informants who consistently rejected questions with a wh-
word in the middle field on the wh-question reading accepted such questions only on 
the yes/no-reading.            
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certain phonological feature allows the proper interpretation of an in-situ (or wh-
fronted) question word.  
 The table given below summarizes the similarities between Russian and 
French wh-questions lacking overt wh-movement. For the sake of comparison, I 
also include a true wh-in-situ language, Chinese.  
 
Table 6 Properties of wh-questions without wh-movement in French, 

Russian, and Chinese.   
 

 French in-situ Russian wh-
fronting 

Chinese in-situ 

Intervention effects are 
observed with other 
quantificational elements  

yes yes no 

Licensed by a special 
intonation 

yes yes ? 

Restricted to matrix 
clauses 

yes yes no 

Create special pragmatic 
effects 

yes yes no 

          
The facts pointed out in table 6 clearly confirm the idea that the classification into 
wh-movement versus wh-in-situ languages might be too rough as there appears to 
be an internal typology within both classes (Cheng and Rooryck 2000, Bošković 
2002).  
 Given the discussed data, Russian can hardly be considered either a strict 
wh-movement or an in-situ language. As shown above, the exact position of a wh-
word (sentence-initial or middle-field) has certain syntactic and semantic 
repercussions. I take this to mean that constructions with the clause-initial wh-word 
are derived differently in comparison to those where the wh-word is in the middle 
field. I assume that a canonical question with the clause-initial question word is 
derived by wh-movement, while ‘short’ movement to the middle field is wh-
fronting. An indication of the plausibility of this characterization comes from the 
fact that constructions with canonical initial wh-words do not exhibit any 
ambiguity, i.e. sentences like (41), unlike (39), can only be interpreted as wh-
questions.    
 
(41) Kuda my    pojdem    v  vyhodnye? 
 where we.NOM go.FUT.1PL  on weekends 
 ‘Where are we going on the weekends?’ 
 *‘Are we going anywhere on the weekends?’ 
 
The impossibility to interpret the wh-word in (41) as an existential does not follow 
from some general ban on placing existentials sentence-initially. As shown in (42), 
an existential can scramble to the beginning of the sentence, at least in spoken 
Russian.  
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(42) (Context: I am really curious if this idiot will be able to love anyone at all.) 
 Nu, kogo-nibud’  on    konečno  poljubit        rano  ili 
 well someone.ACC he.NOM  certainly  fall.in.love.FUT.3SG soon or   
 pozdno. 
 late.     
 ‘Well, he will certainly fall in love with someone sooner or later.’ 
 
Therefore, I suggest treating Russian on a par with languages like French that 
possess both in-situ and ex-situ strategies. The latter is the most common way to 
form a wh-question. The “in-situ”, or rather wh-fronting, option is subject to 
speaker variation. Some accept it more readily than others. Generally, wh-fronting 
is restricted to the colloquial language. Interestingly, the same register restriction 
has been claimed for French in-situ wh-questions (Adli 2006).  
 There are some issues that require consideration once we admit the 
existence of wh-movement on a par with wh-fronting in Russian.  
 One of the arguments in favor of the in-situ analysis for Russian is the lack 
of Superiority effects discussed in section 6.2.1. In this respect Russian wh-
movement differs from French. French questions derived by movement exhibit 
Superiority, as illustrated in (43). 
 
(43) a. Qu’  est-ce   qu’  il   va   presenter   où? 
  what EST-CE QUE he AUX present.INF where  
 
 b. * Où est-ce   qu’  il  va  presenter   quoi? 
  where EST-CE QUE he AUX present.INF what 
  
  ‘What is he going to present where?’ 
 
If the sentence-initial position of a wh-word in Russian is a result of wh-movement, 
as I assume here, the data like those in (44) are unexpected.  
 
(44) a. Komu   Ivan    čto    podaril? 
  who.DAT Ivan.NOM what.ACC give.PST.MASC 
  
 b. Čto    Ivan    komu   podaril? 
  what.ACC Ivan.NOM who.DAT give.PST.MASC 
 
  ‘What did Ivan give to whom?’ 
 
Does the grammaticality of (44a) as well as of (44b) mean that these questions are 
derived by some operation different from that involved in the derivation of the 
French questions in (43)? On Stepanov’s (1998) and Bošković’s (2002) analysis 
this is indeed the case: (43a) is expected to be the result of wh-movement and (44a-
b) of wh-fronting. However, there might be another explanation for the observed 
difference between Russian and French.   
 Cable (2007) works out the theory of wh-movement according to which 
the movement is a syntactic reflex of the agreement relation between an 
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interrogative head within the C-domain and the Q particle that takes a wh-phrase as 
its complement. That is, within this approach, there is no direct relation between a 
wh-word and an interrogative Co: Co agrees with a QP rather than a wh-DP. 
Superiority violations are assumed to arise when more than one Q-headed phrase is 
present in the derivation. This is argued to hold universally. In order to account for 
cross-linguistic variation, Cable proposes that languages differ with respect to the 
feature specification of the interrogative head itself. In his analysis this head is 
Forceo. For a language to be able to introduce more than one QP into the derivation 
it should possess a Forceo that is capable of entering into multiple agreement 
relations. Cable coins such a head ForceQ2. If a language has this type of 
interrogative head in its lexicon, this language will necessarily exhibit Superiority 
effects because the agreement between ForceQ2 and each of the QPs proceeds in the 
way all other agreement relations proceed, i.e. constrained by the Minimal Link 
Condition. However, in some languages ForceQ2 is unavailable. As a result, the 
Force head incorporates a [Q] feature and consequently it can only agree with one 
other Qo. In Cable’s terminology, these languages have a ForceQ+ interrogative 
head. This means that in a multiple question in such a language only one wh-phrase 
is headed by Q, all the other wh-words are just like simple indefinites. Crucially, 
there are no syntactic constraints that regulate which one of the wh-phrases present 
in the derivation is contained within QP and which one is a Q-less indefinite. Only 
the number of QPs is constrained, which, in this case, equals one. Because there is 
only one element which is relevant for agreement with ForceQ+, no Superiority 
violations are expected to occur: any of the wh-phrases can be a complement of Qo.  
 As is clear from Cables analysis, there should not necessarily be a 
correlation between the availability of wh-movement and Superiority effects in one 
and the same language. There is no variation as to whether or not a language is 
subject to the Minimal Link Condition that underlies Superiority violations. All 
languages are expected to conform to this principle. Moreover, there is no need to 
postulate a mechanism of feature checking that is different from what is generally 
assumed to be the case. Recall that on Stepanov’s/Bošković’s account, the trigger 
for wh-fronting is a feature of the wh-word itself, not of a functional head. Thus 
languages on this analysis are supposed to differ with respect to the properties of 
the elements undergoing movement. Cable, on the other hand, does not have to 
make any such additional assumptions. Crosslinguistic variation within his 
approach is restricted to the properties of functional heads, in the case at hand - 
Forceo. In this respect his analysis is superior.   
 If Cable’s theory is correct, the lack of Superiority in Russian reflects the 
lack of ForceQ2. Most importantly, his work is a good example of an alternative 
way to account for the Superiority facts across languages. In light of analyses like 
Cable’s, Superiority as a test for wh-movement/wh-in-situ loses its strength.   
 Another fact which needs our attention is the putative existence of an overt 
Q-particle in Russian. As argued by Cheng (1991), there is a strong crosslinguistic 
correlation between the existence of overt Q-particles and in-situness, such that 
languages which have overt question morphemes lack wh-movement. Cheng also 
comes up with the generalization that the existence of an overt yes/no-particle 
implies the existence of a (possibly covert) wh-particle. This type of dependency 
has been used as an argument for the presence of a covert wh-particle in Russian 
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and thus for the lack of wh-movement, because the language has been claimed to 
have an overt yes/no-particle – li (King 1995, Strahov 2001).  

Assuming the Clause Typing Hypothesis, if li is indeed a question particle, 
then the wh-fronting analysis seems to be the preferred option. In this case, the 
differences between Russian and Chinese, on the one hand, and the similarities 
between Russian and French, on the other, require some other explanation.  

In the following section, I consider li in some detail and present arguments 
against treating it as a question particle in Russian.  

 
6.3.1 Li is not a question particle  
It is indeed the case that the particle li is used in yes/no-questions. However, its 
presence is obligatory only in embedded questions.  
 
(45) Mama    sprašivaet   pridet     *(li)  Anna. 
 mother.NOM ask.PRS.3SG  come.FUT.3SG LI Anna.NOM 
 ‘The mother is asking whether Anna is coming.’  
 
Matrix yes/no questions can optionally contain li (46). Once li is present in the 
derivation, the verb undergoes obligatory movement to the sentence-initial position, 
as is shown by the contrast between (46)-(47). Nothing can precede the verb in 
such questions.  
 
(46) Pridet      (li) Anna?   
 come.FUT.3SG  LI Anna.NOM  
 ‘Is Anna coming?’ 
 
(47) * Lidija   pojdet    li  v otpusk? 
 Lidia.NOM  go.FUT.3SG LI to vacation.ACC     
 ‘Is Lidia going to have vacations?’ 
 
Although (46) is a possible yes/no-question, it is not the preferred option. As a rule, 
matrix questions correspond in form to declaratives and are only marked 
intonationally, as indicated by capitals in (48). 
 
(48) a. Anna    PRIDET? 
  Anna.NOM come.FUT.3SG             
  ‘Is Anna coming?’ 
 
 b. Lidija    POJDET  v otpusk? 
  Lidia.NOM go.FUT.3SG to vacation.ACC     
  ‘Is Lidia going to have vacations?’ 
 
Strahov (2001) interpreted data like those in (45) and (46) as indicating that 
Russian, just like Chinese, contains an overt question particle. However, there are 
some problems that arise under such a treatment of li.  
 First of all, as evidenced by (46) versus (47), li obligatorily triggers verb 
movement. This movement is not required and even dis-prefered, when li is 
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missing (48). Based on this we can safely conclude that fronting of the verb 
indicates that li is present in the derivation. The parentheses in (46) show that it can 
either be spelled out or remain silent. My informants showed a clear inclination to 
spell out the particle if the verb is moved. In other words, li always attracts the 
verb, irrespective of its phonological visibility. From this it follows that sentences 
like those in (48) do not contain li at all. This, however, leads to a puzzle – how can 
these questions be derived in the absence of the question particle?  

One can undermine our conclusion that the lack of movement presupposes 
the absence of li and assume that the particle is also present in (48). On such an 
analysis, verb movement must be considered obligatory when li is overt, but 
optional if it is devoid of any phonological features. That is, movement should be 
conceived of as some sort of phonological requirement. After all, li is usually 
described as a clitic that attaches only to the first phonological word in a string 
(King 1995). This option, however, is suspicious in light of the fact that questions 
of the form in (46) and those of the form in (48) do not have the same 
interpretation. 

First of all, speakers find sentences like (46) rather strange or archaic on a 
usual question interpretation. Instead, questions with li are mostly interpreted as 
rhetorical. In particular, they have an implication that the speaker presupposes an 
answer with the opposite polarity. This property is a hallmark of rhetorical 
questions, as shown by the English examples in (49)  
 
(49) a. Did I ask you to stick your nose into my affairs?  
  (implication: No, I didn’t).   
 
 b. Didn’t I ask you to keep away from me?    
  (implication: Yes, I did). 
 
No such implication is present in (48). Moreover, the questions in (48) can only 
marginally function as rhetorical yes/no-questions. Thus we have the following 
distribution of labor: li-questions are good as rhetorical, while unmarked yes/no-
questions are true information questions. Rhetorical questions are not real questions 
at all. They are not seeking for information. The fact that li-questions have a 
tendency to be interpreted in such a way casts a serious doubt on the assumption 
that li is a question particle. It obviously has to do with something other than 
questioning. The interpretive properties of li-questions indicate that the particle 
affects clause-typing by reducing the interrogative power of the question. The 
following data show the sensitivity of li to focus.     
 It has been observed that yes/no-questions containing a disjunction are 
usually ambiguous between a yes/no and an alternative reading (Han and Romero 
2004). The ambiguity can be resolved by intonation. 
 
(50) a. Did John DRINK coffee or tea?  only yes/no-reading  
 b. Did John drink COFFEE or TEA? only alternative reading    
 
Interestingly, a Russian li-question with a disjunction is unambiguous with respect 
to these two interpretations. This is illustrated below.   

  



 206 

 
(51) a. Pridet      li  Ivan     ili  Kolja    na rabotu? 
  come.FUT.3SG LI Ivan.NOM  or  Kolja.NOM to  work 
  ‘WILL Ivan or Kolja come to work?’  
  ?? ‘Will it be IVAN or KOLJA who is coming to work?’  
 
 b. Budeš      li  ty     kofe     ili  čaj?   
  AUX.FUT.2SG LI you.NOM coffee.ACC or  tea.ACC 
  ‘WILL you have coffee or tea?’ 
  ?? ‘Will you have COFFEE or TEA?’ 
 
The sentence in (51a) is only acceptable if it asks whether any of the mentioned 
individuals is coming to work. Similarly, (51b) can only mean - are you going to 
have any of these drinks? Neither (51a) nor (51b) is felicitous as a question of the 
type which of these two. If we try to stress the alternatives in (51) in order to force 
the alternative interpretation the sentences simply turn degraded.  
 Yes/no-questions lacking li and formed, instead, with the help of intonation 
do exhibit the ambiguity. In this respect, they pattern with their English 
equivalents. As in English, the ambiguity is resolved by stress.  
 
(52) a. Ivan     BUDET     kofe     ili čaj?        
  Ivan.NOM  AUX.FUT.3SG coffee.ACC or tea.ACC  
  ‘WILL Ivan have coffee or tea?’ 
 
 b. Ivan     budet      KOFE    ili ČAJ? 
  Ivan.NOM  AUX.FUT.3SG coffee.ACC or tea.ACC  
  ‘Will Ivan have COFFEE or TEA?’ 
 
What is important for us in contrasting (52) with (51) is that the difference in the 
interpretation between the two sets of questions stems from the absence versus the 
presence of li. If li were a mere question particle we would not expect to find any 
such contrast.  
 Interestingly, alternative questions are not totally incompatible with li. 
Rather they differ structurally. In order to construct a well-formed alternative li-
question, the focused constituent should be placed to the sentence-initial position 
followed by the particle.  
 
(53) Na more   li  my    poedem? 
 to  sea.ACC  LI we.NOM go.F T.1PL U
 ‘Is it to the SEA that we are going?’ 
 
As with yes/no-questions, alternative questions of the form shown in (53) are not 
readily accepted by speakers on the real question reading. The usual way to ask an 
alternative question is to mark focus intonationally, as in (52b). Questions like (53) 
are more commonly interpreted as rhetorical, i.e. the implication in (53) is that we 
are most probably going not to the sea but somewhere else.  
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The facts described above point to two main properties of questions 
containing the putative question particle. First, such questions are not ordinary 
questions. Second, the constituent preceding li functions as focus.  

On the basis on the facts described above, I suggest that li is not directly 
related to interrogation. As a matter of fact, the particle is not even restricted to 
interrogative sentences. An online Russian dictionary (www.gramota.ru) 
enumerates the following functions of li: (i) li is used as a disjunction marker in the 
enumeration, (ii) li is used as a conditional particle close to whether; (iii) li is used 
in the modal meaning to express surprise, doubt (in this function it is used in 
rhetorical questions), and (iv) li is used for emphasis in yes/no-questions. The 
examples with li we have seen so far can be classified under meaning (iv). The 
following examples illustrate the other uses of li.  
 
(54) Li as a conditional particle 
 
 Polučit    li  on    eto mesto      ili  net ešče 
 get.FUT.3SG LI he.NOM  this position.ACC or  not so.far  
 neizvestno. 
 unclear  
 ‘Whether he gets this position or not is unclear so far.’ 
 
(55) Li as a disjunction marker in the enumeration 
 
 Doma    li,  na rabote   li,  vezde    ona      
 home.LOC  LI at  work.LOC LI everywhere she.NOM    
 oščuščala   svoju nenužnost’. 
 feel.PST.FEM REFL uselessness.ACC  
 ‘At home, or at work, everywhere she felt her own uselessness.’ 
 
(56) Li as a modal particle 
 
 Ne  vypit’   li  nam   vodki? 
 NEG drink.INF LI we.DAT vodka.GEN  
 ‘Shouldn’t we have some vodka?’ or ‘Let’s have some vodka!’ 
 
Looking at the data in (54-56), one can suppose that there are several lexical items 
li in Russian, each with its own semantics. However, such an assumption seems 
superfluous because all the examples shown so far share a number of properties. In 
all of them a li-marked constituent occurs at the left-edge of the clause. 
Furthermore, in all the examples the marked constituent is directly or indirectly 
related to disjunction, and the word preceding li is a focus exponent.   

To sum up, an analysis of li must capture the following facts: (i) its 
function as a disjunction; (ii) its focus orientation; (iii) its influence on clause-
typing, and (iv) its syntactic position. I suggest that all these properties of the 
particle follow naturally if we assume that li is an overt realization of the complex 
head formed by head movement of Foco

2 to Forceo. The syntactic representation for 
(46) is given below. 
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(57) ForceP     
              
  Force’ 
                           FocP2    

      Forceo+Foco
2            

            Foc2’   
                   tFoc       
       pridet li          TP 
       Anna  AspP   
 
      Asp’ 
             pridet           vP 
         
         tS vo+Vo  

 
 
   

The head movement of Foco
2 to Forceo ensures the double function of li: it signals 

the focus and influences clause-typing in the way described above. The verb in 
(57), just as in the derivation of verb focus described in section 5.3.5, enters into 
parallel checking relations: with Aspo and Forceo+Foco

2, being spelled-out in the 
Edge position. Importantly, there is no InterP in (57), which was assumed to import 
the interrogative component. Its absence is not surprising given that li-questions are 
rhetorical.   
 The derivation drawn in (57) can account for all the properties of li 
enumerated above. Perhaps the only one that might require some explication is (i), 
i.e. relation to disjunction. I assume that the above-mentioned facts (i) and (ii) are, 
in fact, interconnected. Disjunction has been shown to be intimately linked to focus 
(Han and Romero 2004). Two disjoined clauses differ from each other only in the 
focal part. The constituents standing in the disjunction relation are always foci. For 
instance, when two full-fledged clauses are disjoined (58a), the Focus corresponds 
to the entire clause. To account for disjunction of separate clausal constituents, 
Schwarz (1999) proposes that what happens in such situations is deletion of the 
presupposed part of the clause, as shown in (58b) and (58c). I adopt this deletion 
analysis of disjunction.  
 
(58) a. Either [they put John to the other office]Foc or [I will leave]Foc  
 b. Either they [put John to the other office]Foc or they [lose me]Foc 
 c. Either they put [John]Foc to the other office or they put [me]Foc to 
  the other office. 
 
On this view, the scope of Focus can be said to coincide with the scope of 
disjunction. In other words, the two are different sides of the same coin.  

To sum up, in this section I argued against treating the Russian particle li 
as an interrogative head. It was shown that its usage is not limited to questions. 
Moreover, its occurrence in a question turns a real question into a rhetorical. 
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Instead, it was proposed that li is rather an overt realization of the Foco
2+Forceo 

complex.  
By proposing this analysis for li I dispense with the argument in favor of 

the wh-in-situ analysis for Russian, according to which the language is assumed to 
have an overt question particle. Instead, I would like to follow the view expressed 
in section 6.3 that Russian is like French; namely, it is a wh-movement language 
that under certain conditions allows wh-words not to undergo wh-movement.  
 
6.4 The syntax of questions in Russian   
    
In section 6.3 it was established that Russian wh-questions are formed either by wh-
movement or by wh-fronting. The latter is an operation that has been defined as 
dissociated from checking of [wh] on the interrogative Co.  
 The purpose of this section is twofold. First, I am going to consider the 
optionality of wh-movement in the language and propose a derivation for wh-
movement and wh-fronting. Second, I will address the question of what drives wh-
fronting.  
 
6.4.1 The optionality of wh-movement  
In 6.3 I drew a number of parallels between Russian and French in what concerns 
wh-movement. On the basis of Cheng and Rooryck’s (2000) analysis of French, I 
showed that the wh-fronting option in Russian is constrained in the same way as the 
French in-situ. In particular, in both languages the respective operations are limited 
to matrix clauses, they trigger specific pragmatic effects, they are subject to the 
intervention condition, and they are licensed by a special intonation. The last point, 
i.e. special intonation, is of crucial importance to Cheng and Rooryck’s account. I 
summarize their proposal below. 
 The authors argue that the main licensing condition for the French in-situ 
is a special intonation with which such questions are uttered. In particular, a wh-in-
situ question must be pronounced with the intonation typical of yes/no-
interrogatives, i.e. with the rising contour. If it has a non-rising intonation 
characteristic of ex-situ questions the sentence is ungrammatical. On this ground, 
the authors propose that the yes/no-question intonation is syntactically represented 
by the question morpheme Q merged in Co. The ability of the morpheme to license 
wh-in-situ depends on the specification of its [Q] feature: if it is specified as [Q: 
wh] or [Q: yes/no], it can only give rise to a wh-question or a yes/no-question, 
respectively. This is, for instance, what happens in English, where [Q] always 
carries one of the values. In some languages Q can be underspecified, i.e. it takes 
the value [Q:  ]. If this happens, Q is valued in the course of the derivation. 
Namely, the default value it can take is [Q: yes/no]. However, it can also get valued 
as [Q: wh], if there is a wh-word whose [wh] feature can provide the specification 
for the morpheme by LF raising of [wh]. An important point of this analysis is that 
this LF movement is only for the purposes of Q valuation. The [Q] feature on Co is 
checked by the intonation morpheme. In other words, as in Cable’s (2007) analysis 
described in section 6.3, there is no direct feature checking going on between Co 
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and a wh-word. Cheng and Rooryck conclude that a wh-movement language can 
allow wh-in-situ only if its Q morpheme can be underspecified.46  
 I would like to adopt Cheng and Rooryck’s analysis in accounting for 
Russian wh-fronting. As a starting point, I assume, following much recent research 
(Cheng and Rooryck 2000, Cable 2007, Aboh and Pfau forthcoming), that the agent 
responsible for clause-typing in questions is not the wh-word itself but rather a 
question particle, call it Q, that can be either overt or covert. This means that in wh-
movement languages the goal of movement is Q which pied-pipes the wh-element. 
In these languages, Q is inseparable from the wh-word, possibly because the two 
enter into agreement (Cable 2007). In-situ languages, on such an account, are those 
where no agreement holds between Q and the wh-word and where Q can be 
separated from its wh-associate. But in some languages both options seem to be 
possible. This, I argue, is the case of Russian and French. 
 Q in Russian is always phonologically null. We have already seen in the 
previous section that attempts to postulate an overt Q for Russian run into various 
problems. For a question to be formed, Q must enter into agreement with the 
interrogative Co, or rather the [Q] feature on Qo enters into checking with [Q] on 
Co. Since throughout this work I adopt the split CP-hypothesis, I take this 
agreement to hold between Intero and Qo. I further assume that this checking 
relation can proceed either via Move or Merge depending on when Q enters into the 
derivation. If Q is merged with the DP containing a wh-word, it has to move to 
SpecInterP pied-piping the wh-phrase. As a result, we get a derivation with wh-
movement schematized in (59). 
  
(59) a. Kogo   ty     videla? 
  who.ACC  you.NOM see.PST.FEM 
  ‘Who did you see?’ 
 
 b.  InterP 
 
  QPi   
     Inter’ 
 Q[Qi:wh]             DP  
            kogo          Intero

[Qu:  ]           IP 
       
           ty videla ti 
     
Adopting Pesetsky and Torrego’s (2007) model of feature checking, described in 
chapter one, I assume that [Q] is interpretable on the Q particle. Moreover, when it 
merges with the DP it is also valued as [Qi: wh]. Intero is assumed to carry 
uninterpretable and unvalued [Q], which gets valued via agreement with the QP.    
 In the other type of the derivation, [Qu:  ] on Intero is checked via Merge.  
In this case Q is merged directly with Intero. Since wh-words are not crucial for 

                                                   
46 They also show on the example of Korean that a pure wh-in-situ language can also 
have unvalued Q.   
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clause-typing no wh-to-InterP movement needs to take place and a question word 
can stay low. In this way we obtain structures with wh-fronting represented in (60). 
 
(60) a. My    na vyhodnyh    budem  čto  delat’?   
  we.NOM on weekends.LOC  FUT.1PL what do.INF   
  ‘What are we going to do on weekends?’    
 
 b. InterP 
  
            Inter’ 
 
  Q + Intero      IP 
               [Qi:  ] [Qu: ] 
             
   my na vyhodnyh budem čto[Qu: wh] delat’ tčto  
               
Along the lines of Cheng and Rooryck (2000), I propose that wh-fronting can take 
place only if Q is underspecified for the [yes/no]/[wh] value. A valued Q, i.e. [Qi: 
wh] always takes a wh-phrase as its argument and forms a larger QP. The value on 
Q in this case can be viewed as a result of agreement between Q and a wh-DP 
(Cable 2007). If, on the other hand, Q lacks any value it merges directly with Intero. 
This ensures checking [Qu:  ] on Intero but leaves the feature unvalued. Since 
unvalued features must be eliminated prior to LF, the [Q: ] of the Q+Intero complex 
head will search the work space to get valued. If it cannot find a proper goal, it 
acquires the default [yes/no] specification. Thus, on this analysis, yes/no-questions 
result from the default setting of unvalued [Q: ] on  the Q+Intero head . If there is a 
wh-word in the structure, the question particle acquires [wh] value by agreeing with 
the question word at a distance.  
 In section 6.3 it was shown that questions in which a wh-word remains low 
are ambiguous between a wh- and a yes/no-reading. On the one hand, this fact 
supports the analysis in terms of underspecification of Q. On the other, it raises a 
question – what decides whether Q gets the default value or enters into agreement 
with the wh-word. In the spirit of Cheng (1991) and Cheng and Rooryck (2000), I 
assume that the choice is predetermined by the internal structure of the wh-element. 
Suppose that when functioning as an indefinite the wh-word is headed by Do which 
differs in its feature content from Do heading a question word. Russian, in fact, has 
different morphological instantiations of Do depending on the syntactic 
environments in which a wh-element occurs. This is exemplified in the table below 
using the wh-word kto ‘who.NOM’. 
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Table 7. Form-function correspondence for Russian wh-words  
 
Base Realization of 

Do 
Meaning Function 

kto Ø who wh-questions 
 Ø whoever negative subjunctive by-clauses  
 Ø / -nibud’ anyone yes/no-questions, conditionals 
 Ø / -libo anyone conditionals, weak negative 

contexts (e.g. under matrix 
negation).   

 ni- nobody  negative declaratives (require 
clausemate negation)  

 koe- someone (specific) positive declaratives 
 -to someone (non-

specific) 
positive declaratives  

 
Table 7 provides morphological evidence in favor of the complex structure of 
Russian wh-words. With respect to questions, I assume that when functioning as a 
question word, kto ‘who’ is a complement of Do which carries an uninterpretable 
[Q], while an existential kto is selected by Do which does not have this feature. 
Given that agreement is feature matching, an unvalued Q on the interrogative head 
will be able to get value only from an item containing the same feature, i.e. from a 
wh-DP carrying [Q].   

As stated earlier, potentially ambiguous sentences with wh-fronting are 
disambiguated by intonation: on the yes/no-interpretation the finite verb is accented 
(61a), while on the wh-reading there is stress on the wh-word (61b).  
 
(61) a. My     v  vyhodnye    kuda POJDEM? 
  we.NOM on weekends.ACC  where go.FUT.1PL 
  ‘Are we going anywhere on the weekends?’ 
  
 b. My     v  vyhodnye    KUDA  pojdem? 
  we.NOM on weekends.ACC  where   go.FUT.1PL 
  ‘Where are we going on the weekends?’ 
 
As follows from table six, another disambiguating strategy is to spell-out the 
existential Do, which in this case has the phonological form nibud’.  

Note that with respect to the phonological properties, Russian wh-fronting 
differs from the French in-situ in that such constructions in Russian cannot be 
pronounced with the yes/no-intonation on the wh-reading. This, I assume, follows 
from the fact that in Russian a bare wh-word is ambiguous and intonation plays a 
crucial role in fixing the meaning. In French, indefinites and question words are 
morphologically distinct. Moreover, as noted in Aboh and Pfau (forthcoming), 
French ex-situ wh-questions are also compatible with the rising intonation typical 
of yes/no-questions. This means that this phonological property might be a general 
characteristic feature of questions in the language.  
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To sum up, I have proposed that what distinguishes wh-fronting in Russian 
is underspecification of the interrogative particle Q. The lack of value allows it to 
merge directly with Intero thus ensuring clause-typing. The valuation of [Q] on 
Q+Intero is carried out either by feature matching with a wh-item or by default. The 
exact mode of [Q] valuation has consequences for interpretation: in the default 
situation [Q] obtains the value [yes/no], while under matching its value is set to [Q: 
wh].          
 
6.4.2 Why fronting is obligatory 
In the above discussion Russian wh-movement was given the same treatment as 
French with a proviso that in French the choice is between moving a wh-word to 
CP versus leaving it in situ, while in Russian the options are movement versus 
fronting. Leaving a wh-word in situ when the wh-question reading is intended is 
impossible. An obvious question is why this should be the case? 
 The claim of the previous analyses is that fronting is independently 
triggered by focus considerations. Wh-words are assumed to be inherently 
contrastively focused and this property is argued to force fronting. I have dismissed 
this view on basis of the fact that focus (including contrastive focus) in Russian 
does not have to be preposed. Moreover, in chapter four and five, I argued that 
what drives focus movement is not so much [+info] as some additional feature, 
which I coined [D] for D-linking.  
 Bošković (2002) makes a short remark on the difference between wh-
words versus focused non-wh-constituents (2002: p. 356, fn.7). He suggests that, 
unlike non-interrogative foci, wh-words can only be interpretable in the focus 
position, which underlies their obligatory fronting. This is a plausible assumption 
given that semantically wh-words clearly differ from ordinary foci. For example, 
Cable (2007) proposes that the distinction between the two stems from the fact that 
wh-words do not have an ordinary semantic value but possess only a focused 
semantic value, i.e. they denote sets of alternatives (Rooth 1996)47. Along these 
lines, it can be suggested that wh-fronting is some sort of overt QR – after all, wh-
words are quantificational elements. However, it is easy to illustrate that 
quantifiers, and in particular existentials, are not banned from occurring post-
verbally in Russian (62). This weakens a QR approach to wh-fronting.  
 
(62) a. Ty    mne   kupil      čto-nibud’   vkusnen’koe? 
  you.NOM I.DAT  buy.PST.MASC anything.ACC tasty.ACC 
  ‘Did you buy me anything tasty?’ 
 
 b. On    navernoe otdal         komu-nibud’  tvoju   
  he.NOM  probably  give.away.PST.MASC someone.DAT your                
  knigu.  
  book.ACC 
  ‘He probably gave your book away to someone.’ 
 

                                                   
47 Treating wh-words as variables stems from such works as Cheng (1991) and Lipták 
(2001).  
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One of the claims of the present thesis is the existence of FocP1 above vP. If it is 
true that question words are uninterpretable in situ, what prevents them from 
checking their focus feature against Foco

1? Movement to SpecFocP should also be 
sufficient to construe a quantifier-variable configuration. Therefore, the 
insufficiency of wh-to-FocP1 movement for the purposes of question formation 
must follow from something else.  
  My suggestion is that a wh-word cannot stay either in situ or in SpecFocP1 
because of the deficiency of the lower phase Edge. As described in chapter five, the 
Edge of the lower phase does not contain all of the projections included into the 
Edge of the higher phase. In particular, there is no counterpart of InterP on top of 
the lower phase. The question particle Q in wh-fronting contexts is merged directly 
with Intero, i.e. it is situated at the higher phase Edge. I propose that a wh-word in 
SpecFocP1 cannot be reached by Q to enter into checking relations. As a result, the 
[Q] feature on the wh-word remains uninterpretable and that on Q unvalued. The 
default valuation, i.e. [Q: yes/no], cannot save the situation.  Given the assumptions 
about the internal structure of wh-words from 6.4.1, it would result in a mismatch 
between the interpretation of the question and that of the wh-item. 

 What exactly prevents a wh-word in the Spec of FocP1 from entering a 
long-distance Agree with the Q+Intero head located at the higher phase Edge? After 
all, this type of agreement is argued to take place under wh-fronting.          

I propose to address this problem by building on the idea that parts of the 
structure become opaque for further operations at certain points in the derivation. 
An orthodox view is that only the Domain of a phase (where phase heads are taken 
to be v and C) is sent to Spell Out and becomes impenetrable. However, some 
recent research on the issue (Svenonius 2000, Den Dikken 2007, Pesetsky 2007, 
among others) has shown that languages may differ with respect to how much of 
the structure becomes opaque at a given stage in the derivation. As a result, the 
identification of phases, and thus points of Spell Out, becomes parameterized. This 
parameterization is argued to be contingent on the phase-head movement. In 
particular, when a phase head H moves and adjoins to a higher head Z, it brings 
with it (some of) its phasal properties. The consequence is that, depending on the 
exact approach, the phase HP is extended to ZP (Den Dikken 2007) or, in other 
words, H proceeds exhibiting its phasal property in its landing site (Pesetsky 2007).  

In the present work, I adopt the phase extension hypothesis. I also assume 
the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) stating that only the Head and the Edge 
of a phase are visible to probes outside the phase, with the Domain being opaque. 
Given the possibility of phase extension, PIC becomes relativized. Depending on 
the landing site of a moving phase head various chunks of structure turn 
untouchable.  
 In chapter two I argued that the verb in Russian obligatorily leaves vP and 
moves at least as high as Aspo. Within the phase extension hypothesis this means 
that the first phase gets extended and what used to be the Edge of the phase turns 
into its Domain. Given PIC, the elements within the Domain are unavailable for 
agreement with heads beyond the phase. In order to become visible for potential 
probes they have to move out of the Domain, to the Edge. Within the present 
proposal this is exactly what forces a Russian wh-word in a wh-question to front to 
the preverbal area. They cannot stay either in situ or at the vP periphery, e.g. in 
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FocP1, because it would make them invisible for a higher probe, Q+Intero. 
Therefore in order to save the derivation a wh-DP has to move close enough to the 
probe, presumably to the edge of the newly constructed phase, e.g. AspP. In other 
words, wh-fronting is an attempt to reduce the distance between the probe and the 
goal. The explanation for the obligatoriness of wh-fronting in terms of phase 
extension also finds the following motivation.   
 First, as argued by Svenonius (2000), there is a strong correlation between 
verb movement and the possibilities of moving other vP-internal material out. In 
his analysis this correlation is accounted for by proposing that in languages with 
extensive head movement Spell Out is delayed which gives more possibilities for 
word order alternations. In other words, items within the domains not yet spelled 
out remain visible for higher goals. In essence, this is the same state of affairs we 
obtain with phase extension. Russian is a heavily scrambling language. As 
described in chapter three, apart from the clause-final focus and the clause-initial 
strong topic positions the placement of scrambled elements is quite free. If we 
assume that V-movement creates new phasal boundaries, we can try to explain the 
observed word order freedom by taking the scrambled constituents to occupy Edges 
of the newly constructed phases.           
 Another partial support for the PIC-based analysis of wh-fronting in 
Russian comes from the fact that Russian successive cyclic movements are, in 
general, heavily restricted. In particular, Russian totally lacks long wh-movement 
out of that-headed clauses. I am going to discuss Russian long wh-movement in 
some detail below. At this point, I would like to draw the parallel between the lack 
of pure wh-in-situ and the overarching ban on that-trace configuration. The 
common ground for the two phenomena, I argue, is that they depend on the 
mechanism of phase extension: wh-fronting occurs because of phase extension, 
while long dependencies over the complementizer that are banned due to the lack 
thereof.  
 
6.4.2.1 Long wh-movement in Russian      
Unlike English, Russian wh-movement (both subject and object) is strictly clause-
bound in clauses headed by the complementizer čto ‘that’. Note that the type of the 
matrix predicate (bridge/non-bridge) does not influence the acceptability.   
 
(63) a. ??/*Kogo Olga    skazala    čto oni     videli twh?     
  who.ACC Olga.NOM say.PST.FEM that they.NOM  see.PST.PL  
  ‘Who did Olga say that they saw?’ 
 
        b. ??/*Kto  Olga    skazala    čto twh videl   
  who.ACC Olga.NOM say.PST.FEM that   see.PST.MASC  
  Raju?   
  Raja.ACC  
  ‘Who did Olga say that saw Raja?’ 
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Sentences like (63) become grammatical if the complementizer is dropped. 
However, following Stepanov (2001), I take such sentences to be mono-clausal 
structures with the putative matrix clause being a parenthetical.48   

For a long time, wh-extraction out of non-matrix clauses in Russian has 
been argued to be restricted to infinitival (64) and subjunctive (65) contexts49.  
 
(64) Komu   Ira    nadeetsja   otdat’  twh  kotjat? 
 who.DAT Ira.NOM hope.PRS.3SG give.away.INF kittens.ACC   
 ‘Who does Ira hope to give the kittens to?’ 
 
(65) Komu   Ira    hočet     čtoby   my      
 who.DAT Ira.NOM want.PRS.3SG that.SUBJ we.NOM 
 otdali   twh    kotjat? 
 give.away.PST.PL kittens.ACC 
 ‘Who does Ira want that we give the kittens to?’ 
    
Inspired by a recent study on long-distance scrambling in Russian (Glushan 2006), 
I argue that cross-clausal wh-movement is also possible from complements headed 
by complementizers other than čto ‘that’. These are complementizers such as kak 
‘how’ and kogda ‘when’. The relevant examples are given in (66). 
 
(66) a. Čto    ty     videla     kak  ona    emu     
  what.ACC you.NOM see.PST.FEM how  she.NOM he.DAT  
  otdavala  twh?  
  give.away.PST.FEM 
  ‘What did you see that she was giving away to him?’ 
 
 b. Čto    ty     ljubiš’     kogda podajut    na    
  what.ACC you.NOM love.PRS.2SG when serve.PRS.PL for 
  zavtrak twh ?     
  breakfast                        
  ‘What do you like when (they) serve for breakfast?’ 
 
A characteristic feature of sentences like (66) is that the embedded clause is 
interpreted as indicative not interrogative, i.e. kak ‘how’ cannot be interpreted as 
‘in which manner’ and kogda ‘when’ as ‘at what time’.      
 It is not clear whether the licit extractions described above exhibit the 
Subject/Object asymmetry. There is a massive speaker variation. To be on the safe 
side, I only discuss examples with object extraction. 

The data presented above show that infinitival, subjunctive, and 
kak/kogda/čtoby-subordinate clauses pattern together and contrast with that-

                                                   
48 The restructuring analysis proposed later on in the text for kak/kogda/čtoby-
subordinates can be extended to complementizer-less clauses as well.  
49 The judgments differ slightly with respect to extractions out of subjunctive clauses. 
Some grade them as marginal, others as fully acceptable. But in any case, there is a 
sharp contrast between čto ‘that’ versus čtoby ‘that.SUBJ’ clauses.   
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clauses. What is the difference between the two groups, besides the morphological 
shape of the complementizer?  

A cue for answering this question comes from infinitival complements. 
Research on this type of complementation has shown that these clauses are 
defective in the sense that they form a unity with the higher clause, or, in other 
words, undergo restructuring (Rizzi 1978, Cinque 2004). As a result, the sentences 
containing infinitive clauses display a number of transparency effects. The data in 
(65) and (66) show that transparency effects are also possible with finite embedded 
clauses. The contrast between (63) versus (65-66) prompts that despite the 
superficial resemblance of subjunctive and kak/kogda-subordinates to normal finite 
clauses (e.g. Tense on the verb and Nominative case on the subject) these clauses 
are structurally deficient and also undergo restructuring. Antonenko (2006) defends 
this idea with respect to Russian subjunctive clauses, and I am going to adopt his 
analysis here.  
 Antonenko’s analysis is based on the mechanism of feature checking 
proposed by Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) and adopted in this thesis. To recap, 
interpretability and valuation, within this approach, are assumed to be two 
independent properties of a syntactic feature. Thus a feature can be interpretable 
but unvalued and, conversely, uninterpretable but valued. Antonenko assumes that 
an indicative lexical verb carries the specification [Tu: val], while a subjunctive 
verb is marked [Tu:  ]. To in both types of clauses has the feature content [Ti:  ]. The 
major derivational difference between indicative and subjunctive clauses is that in 
the former the [Tense] feature on To gets valued within its own clausal domain. A 
subjunctive clause, on the other hand, can only get its T valued from the matrix 
clause because no verbal head within the clause can provide any value. Importantly, 
the valuation of all the unvalued [T] features happens when the matrix To enters the 
derivation. This means that the subjunctive complement is temporally anchored by 
the root predicate. The fact that a subjunctive verb in Russian carries the Past Tense 
morphology can be an idiosyncrasy of the language.    

One crucial aspect of the analysis is that Russian lacks T-to-C movement 
in matrix indicative clauses. This idea is defended by Antonenko as well as by 
Khomitsevich (2007). One of the motivations for this assumption comes from the 
fact that Russian does not exhibit Sequence of Tense. This is most clearly 
illustrated in a sentence like (67).   
 
(67) Ivan    skazal      čto Olga gotovila. 
 Ivan.NOM say.PST.MASC t Olga cook.PST.FEM tha
 ‘Ivan said that Olga cooked.’    
 
In the English translation of (67), the Past Tense in the embedded clause expresses 
simultaneity of the action, i.e. cooking, with the speech activity of the matrix 
subject, i.e. saying. The simultaneity of the two events can be underlined by using 
the Progressive Aspect in the embedded clause (Ivan said that Olga was cooking). 
In the Russian sentence, however, the Past Tense on the embedded verb can only 
marginally be interpreted as simultaneous past (Khomitsevich 2007). The most 
natural interpretation is that Olga’s cooking occurred before Ivan reported about it. 
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Thus, what we see from (67) is that in English the two clauses ‘communicate’ with 
respect to tense, while in Russian no such ‘communication’ is necessary.  
 Interestingly, as shown by Khomitsevich (2007), simultaneous past is well 
attested, in fact obligatory, with perception verbs. These verbs take complements 
which are introduced by the complementizer kak ‘how’. The same holds of kogda 
‘when’-headed subordinates. In both sentences in (68) the event described in the 
embedded clause can only be understood as being simultaneous with that of the 
matrix clause. 
 
(68) a. Vse    videli    kak  ona    plakala. 
  all.NOM  see.PST.PL how  she.NOM cry.PST.FEM 
  ‘Everybody saw that she was crying.’ 
  
 b. Mne  nravilos’     kogda k  nam    prihodil   
  I.DAT  like.PST.NEUT when to  we.DAT  come.PST.MASC  
  Pavel. 
  Pavel.NOM 
  ‘I liked when Pavel came to our place.’ 
 
I conclude that it is not accidental that extraction is possible from exactly those 
clauses that exhibit some sort of Sequence of Tense with the matrix predicate. The 
tense ‘communication’ observed here can be viewed as another manifestation of 
transparency.  

I consider Antonenko’s (2006) and Komitsevich’ (2007) analyses of 
subjunctive to be on the right track and propose to extend it to sentences with 
kak/kogda-headed complement clauses. This means that, just like in subjunctives, 
the [Tense] feature on To moves to Co in these cases. The syntactic reflex of this 
movement is transparency for extraction, and the semantic reflex is simultaneous 
tense interpretation. Following Cardinaletti and Shlonsky (2004), we can take verbs 
requiring kak/kogda –headed complements to belong to the class of, the so-called, 
quasi-functional predicates. They differ from run-of-the-mill restructuring 
predicates in that they exhibit a mixture of functional and lexical properties. In the 
case at hand, the functional nature of these verbs in Russian is manifested in the 
discussed transparency effects.  

In the previous section it was assumed that head movement is able to 
postpone the Spell Out and thus prolong the active life of features in the derivation. 
If in Russian matrix clauses as well as in that-subordinates Co does not have a 
[Tense] feature and no T-to-C movement takes place (Antonenko 2006, 
Komitsevich 2007), we expect the clause to be spelled out as soon as the highest 
head within the CP domain is merged. All the other features must be checked by 
that point. Given the split-CP hypothesis, the highest head is Forceo. On the basis of 
the facts discussed in the present section, I argue that the indicative complementizer 
čto ‘that’ in Russian merges as the head of ForceP and it is only compatible with 
valued and interpretable [T] on To. In fact, I assume that indicative čto can only 
head a clause containing no uninterpretable or unvalued features. Once it enters the 
derivation, the whole clause is spelled out and becomes opaque for further 
operations. This accounts for the impossibility of extractions out of čto-clauses. 
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Interestingly, čto-headed complements are not incompatible with interrogation. As 
illustrated in (69), a complement clause introduced by this complementizer can be a 
question, albeit marginally.  
 
(69) ? Olga   skazala    čto kogo   oni     videli twh? 
 Olga.NOM say.PST.FEM that who.ACC they.NOM  see.PST.PL  
 ‘Who did Olga say that they saw?’ 
 
A sentence like (69) is derivable, unlike those in (63), because in (69) the [Q] on 
Intero is valued clause-internally and by the time the complementizer is introduced 
no more features need to be checked so that the clause can be successfully spelled 
out.  The derivation of the embedded clause from (69) is illustrated in (70). 
 
 
(70)  ForceP  spells out and becomes opaque  
             Force’ 
 
   čto          InterP 
       QP[iQ:wh]   
           Inter’ 
        Qo

[iQ:wh]      kogo Intero   TP 
         [uQ: wwhh] 
       oni              T’ 
      To

[iT: PPSSTT]          AspP 
        
             Asp’ 
      videli[uT:PST]         
          vP 
 
                tS tv+V twh 

 
The checking of uninterpretable features is indicated by strikethrough and the 
features that get valued as a result of Agree with the corresponding item are given 
in italics.    

The subordinate clauses headed by kak ‘how’, kogda ‘when’ and čtoby 
‘that.SUBJ’ are derived differently. These complementizers head ‘deficient’ 
clauses. Note that in the presence of a wh-word inside a kak/kogda/čtoby-
complement the wh-word can marginally stay inside the subordinate clause. 
 
(71) a. ? Ty   hočeš’     čtoby   kogo   ja    
  you.NOM want.PRS.2SG that.SUBJ who.ACC I.NOM  
  priglasila? 
  invite.PST.FEM  
  ‘ Who do you want me to invite?’ 
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 b. ? Ty   slyšala    kak  čto     ona    emu   
  you.NOM hear.PST.FEM how  what.ACC  she.NOM he.DAT     
  govorila? 
  say.PST.FEM  
  ‘What did you hear her telling him?’ 
 
The examples in (71) are similar to that in (69). Only the order COMP > wh is 
possible in both cases. Based on this similarity, I assume that kak and čtoby 
complementizers in (71) occupy the same structural position as čto in (69), i.e. the 
head of ForceP. However, in (69) there is no [Tense] feature in C and the structure 
spells out as soon as čto enters the derivation. In (71), on the other hand, there is a 
[Tense] feature within the CP domain, which triggers T-to-C movement. I assume 
this feature to reside in Fino. Assuming that the verb in kak/kogda/čtoby-clauses has 
an unvalued [Tu:  ] feature (Antonenko 2006), by the time the clause is constructed 
there are still illicit features, namely [Tu:  ] on the verb, [Ti:  ] on To and, I assume, 
[Tu:  ] on Fino. As a result, the clause cannot be spelled out and the elements within 
the complement CP remain accessible for probes from the matrix clause. Namely, 
the matrix To+vo values all the unvalued [T] features inside the subordinate CP. 
Similarly, the matrix Intero can reach the embedded wh-word and attract it to its 
Spec. However, [T] on Fino cannot agree with the matrix To+vo over the 
surbordinate Forceo without violating Relativized Minimality. To circumvent the 
problem I assume that the [T] on Fino moves further to Forceo. There is in fact a 
morphological reflex of this movement. The subjunctive complementizer čtoby is 
morphologically complex and consists of čto plus the irrealis particle by, which I 
take to be generated in Fino. Kogda/kak-clauses are argued to follow the same 
derivation with the only difference that there is no overt element in Fino and the 
Fino-to-Forceo movement is not visible on the surface.      
 The derivation of the subordinate clause from example (72a) proceeds as 
shown in (72b). Sentences with kogda- and kak-subordinates are derived in 
essentially the same way.  
 
(72) a. Kogo    ty     hočeš’     čtoby   ja            
  who.ACC you.NOM want.PRS.2SG that.SUBJ I.NOM 
  priglasila? 
  invite.PST.FEM  
  ‘Who do you want me to invite?’ 
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b. 
  
  value for [T:  ] comes from the matrix clause 
  ForceP     
    does not spell out 
  Force’ 
        
 čto+by[uT:  ]       InterP 
 
     kogo          FinP 
        
         Fin’            
       
   Fino

[uT:   ]      TP       
        ja           T’ 
                       
     To

 [iT:  ]  AspP 
              Asp’ 
 
      priglasila[uT:   ]        vP 
         
 
In (72a), the wh-movement targets the matrix InterP and transits via the embedded 
InterP, which is indicated by strikethrough in (72b). As shown by the marginally 
possible (71a), it can also be spelled out at the SpecInterP position of the embedded 
clause.   
 If we compare (70) to (72b), we see that the deficiency of 
kak/kogda/čtoby-complements stems from the tense properties of the embedded 
tense-related heads rather than from the structural deficiency. The head-movement 
preconditioned by the lack of value on [T] ensures phase extension and, as a result, 
the successive-cyclic wh-movement.       
 
6.5 Summary  
 
In this chapter we considered Russian wh-movement. The interest in this issue is 
caused by the crosslinguistic tendency of wh-words to exhibit the same distribution 
as focused constituents. 

Russian has been shown to be somewhat different in this respect. While 
the canonical focus position is post-verbal in the language, the same position 
cannot be occupied by question words. Instead, a wh-item has to move to the 
preverbal area, either to the clause-initial position or into the middle field.  

In the present chapter I argued that the two potential landing sites are 
targeted by different syntactic operations. Wh-words in the canonical clause-initial 
position undergo true wh-movement, while middle field positions are derived by 
wh-fronting, an operation akin to scrambling. In both cases the underlying trigger is 
the same, namely the requirement to check the [Q] feature. However, the exact 
mechanism of checking varies depending on certain factors.  
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Following much recent research, I adopted the idea that a wh-question 
requires the presence of an independent Q head.  This head can merge either with a 
wh-DP or with the interrogative head Intero. In the former case, Q pied-pipes the 
whole DP into the SpecInterP position where it enters into local agreement with the 
corresponding feature of Intero. If Q merges directly with Intero it is unvalued with 
respect to {wh; yes/no} specification. Therefore it starts searching the structure for 
an element which can provide the required value. If no such licenser is present, the 
default {yes/no} value is assigned. However, if there is a wh-DP of the appropriate 
type, the complex Qo+Intero head agrees with the wh-DP and gets valued. 
Agreement can be carried out at a distance, i.e. a wh-DP is not required to move 
overtly to SpecInterP. However, it still has to undergo wh-fronting into the 
preverbal field.  

The explanation for the obligatory wh-fronting relied heavily on PIC and 
the mechanism of phase extension. It has been proposed that because of v-to-Asp 
movement the lower phase in Russian gets extended to (at least) AspP. As a result, 
a wh-item which remains inside the vP phase (including its Edge) becomes 
invisible for agreement with Qo+Intero situated at the Edge of the higher phase. 
Since a question word carries an uninterpretable [Q], it represents an illicit LF 
object. Consequently, such a derivation crashes. Moving a wh-item to the edge of a 
newly obtained phase, say AspP, saves the derivation. In this way the present 
proposal accounts for the insufficiency of wh-to-FocP1 movement in order to form 
a wh-question in Russian.  
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CHAPTER 7  
BEYOND RUSSIAN 
 
7.1 Extension to other languages 
 
Crosslinguistic investigation on the expression of IS reveals a certain diversity in 
how Topic and Focus are encoded. Nevertheless, all languages have means to 
express discourse-related information. In the present work, I followed the 
assumption that IS is encoded at the phase Edge. Each of the two clausal phases, vP 
and CP, were argued to include this IS-related domain. In principle, given that the 
bi-phasal architecture of the clause has proven to be universal, both Edge domains 
can be expected to be available in all languages. However, in order to understand 
the crosslinguistic variation we can hypothesize that the extent to which the two 
peripheries are utilized in various language is different.  

Such an idea has been recently postulated by Aboh (2007b) on the basis of 
the position of focus and wh-words in Gungbe, Aghem, and Italian. As we have 
seen above, Gungbe has well-defined Topic and Focus positions inside the left 
periphery of the clause signaled by the dedicated morphemes yà and wὲ, 
respectively. However, Aboh proposes that the language also resorts to the vP 
periphery to encode object or adjunct focus. This follows from the observation that 
a focused object/adjunct does not always occur at the left-periphery (1a) but can 
also occupy a low position (1b).  
  
(1) (Context: What did Kofi eat?) 

a. Lέsì wέ  Kòfí dù.  b. Kòfí dù  lέsì. 
 rice FOC Kofi eat   Kofi eat rice 
 ‘Kofi ate RICE.’    ‘Kofi ate RICE.’  
       
The author analyzes focus in (1b) as moving to the specifier of the low FocP 
dominating the verb phrase. Although this movement is always string vacuous in 
Gungbe, Aboh assumes that it indeed takes place because it is more obvious in 
languages like Italian and Aghem.  

Italian, unlike Gungbe, requires focused subjects to stay low (2). This fact 
has been taken as evidence that movement to the low FocP is visible not only at LF 
but also at PF (Belletti 2004).  
 
(2) (Context: Who spoken?) 
 Ha parlato Gianni. 
 has spoken Gianni 
 ‘GIANNI spoke.’  
 
Aghem provides further support to the existence of the low FocP, for in this 
language it is the only focus position available. The base order in Aghem is S-Aux-
V-DO-IO-Adv (Watters 1979). Aghem was shown to possess an immediately post-
verbal focus position (Watters 1979, Hyman 2007): any focused constituent (4) as 
well as a wh-phrase (3) must be right-adjacent to the verb.   
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(3) a. Á   mò  zi  ndùghó bέ-kό án sóm    
  EXPL PST  eat who    fufu  in  farm   
  
 b. *ndùghó  mò  zi  bέ-kό án sóm  
  who    PST  eat  fufu in  farm 
 
 ‘Who ate fufu in the farm?’ 
 
(4) a. Á   mò  zi  énáo bέ-kό án sóm    
  EXPL PST  eat Inah  fufu  in  farm 
   
 b. * énáo mò  zi  bέ-kό án sóm     
  Inah   PST  eat fufu  in  farm 
    
  ‘INAH ate fufu in the farm.’ 
  
Based on data like (1-4) Aboh (2007b) comes to the following generalization. 
There are two focus positions in the clause: one at the left periphery and one 
clause-internally, dominating the verb phrase. Languages vary depending on 
whether the high FocP, the low FocP, or both are used in a given language. 
According to his classification, Gungbe and Italian have both FocPs active. Aghem 
employs only the low one.  

I would like to take Aboh’s generalization one step further and propose 
that not only are both peripheries accessible in all languages, but that the structure 
of the peripheries is quite similar crosslinguistically with regard to the topic-focus 
articulation (Belletti 2001, 2004). The higher phase Edge has the structure 
corresponding to (5) and the lower phase Edge is structured as shown in (6).  
 
(5)  [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco ([topP topo )[FinP 

Fino ]]]]]]] 
 
(6) ([topP topo )[FocP Foco ([topP  topo ]) vP ]]] 
 
In the spirit of Aboh (2007b), I assume variation to follow from the extent to which 
the two phase Edges are used for the purposes of IS encoding. I formulate it as the 
parameter given in (7). 
 
(7) Edge Activation Parameter 

Languages are parameterized with respect to whether the higher phase 
Edge, the lower phase Edge or both are utilized to encode scope-discourse 
properties.    

 
In what follows I aim to show two things. First, I further substantiate the Edge 
Activation Parameter, concentrating mostly on languages that exhibit encoding of 
IS at the lower phase Edge. The evidence for IS encoding at the left-periphery of 
the clause is abundant in literature. Second, as the discussion evolves, I provide 
support for the universal structures presented in (5) and (6).  
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7.2 IS encoding at the lower phase Edge  
 
7.2.1 Aghem    
Some facts about Aghem have already been mentioned above. However, I would 
like to discuss IS encoding in this language in some more detail because it provides 
some empirical support for the claims made earlier in this work. This description is 
based on works by Watters (1979) and Hyman (2007)50.  
 As shown above, Focus in Aghem is encoded consistently in the 
Immediately After the Verb (IAV) position. Interestingly, this position must be 
filled in syntax. If there is an argument or an adjunct that is focused it occurs in this 
slot. This was shown in (3) and (4) and some more examples are provided below.    
 
(8) a. énáo mò  ñìŋ  ghέ             [Watters 1979: 145]   
  Inah  PST  run where 
  ‘Where did Inah run?’ 
  
 b. énáo mò  ñìŋ  á kìbé 
  Inah  PST  run in compound 
  ‘Inah ran in the COMPOUND.’ 
 
(9) a. énáo mò  ñìŋ  ênzîn       
  Inah  PST  run how 
  ‘How did Inah run?’ 
  
 b. énáo mò  ñìŋ  tsúitsúi 
  Inah  PST  run quickly 
  ‘Inah ran QUICKLY.’ 
  
If no argument or adjunct follows the verb, e.g. in intransitive constructions, the 
IAV position is obligatorily filled by the morpheme nô, which Watters (1979) as 
well as Hyman (2007) treat as a focus marker (10)51. 
 
(10) énáo  mò  ñìŋ *( nô)              [Watters 1979: 144] 
 Inah  PST  run  FOC 
 ‘Inah ran.’ 
 
 Besides its obligatory occurrence after adjunctless intransitive verbs, nô is also 
used to encode focus on the lexical meaning of the verb in transitive constructions 
(11).  
 

                                                   
50 The system of spelling used for Aghem differs between Watters (1979) and Hyman 
(2007), e.g. nô in Watters versus  nó in Hyman.    
51 But see Hyman and Polinsky (2007) who propose a different analysis for nô.  

  



 226 

(11) tí-bvú tì-bìghà mô  zì  nó  ↓bέ  ↓kó     [Hyman 2007: 6] 
 dogs  two   PST  eat FOC fufu  DET 
 ‘The two dogs ATE fufu’.    
         
The authors call the use of nô after an intransitive verb neutral because, unlike (11), 
(10) can be a felicitous answer to the question what did Inah do? as well as to the 
question what happened? (10) shows that the realization of the low FocP is 
obligatory in the language. In this respect, Aghem is one of the strongest cases 
proving the existence of the lower phase Edge. As will be shown shortly, this 
concerns not only FocP. 

With non-verbal focus, the use of nô after the focused constituent is 
optional. I assume that the obligatoriness of nô with verb focus signals the presence 
of the null focus Operator in the Spec position of the low FocP. This means that, as 
proposed for Russian, a focused verb in Aghem occupies its canonical position 
rather than SpecFocP or Foco.      

Apart from the neutral use with intransitives, nô also functions as an 
exhaustive operator, akin to only. For instance, (11) means that the dogs only ate 
fufu and did nothing else with it. Similarly, although (12) is acceptable with or 
without nô, the meaning changes accordingly. 

 
(12) énáo  mò  ñìŋ  á  kìbé   (nó)  
 Inah  PST  run in  compound FOC 
 ‘Inah ran (only) in the COMPOUND.’ 
 
The discussed Aghem data underscore another important fact: namely, that the 
typology of Focus into New Information versus Exhaustive/Contrastive is not 
syntactically motivated. The postverbal position in Aghem is not sensitive to the 
distinction.  

There is an apparent violation of the condition on non-verbal focus 
encoding in Aghem. Watters (1979) states that in ditransitive constructions with a 
Goal argument the Goal and the Theme can switch places (13). Recall that the 
unmarked order of internal arguments in Aghem is DO > IO.   
 
(13) ò  mò  fúo  kí bíghá â  fú-kó       [Watters 1979: 156]  
 he  PST  give  leopard to  rat 
 ‘He gave the RAT to the leopard.’ 
 
Unexpectedly, such a switch in the word order results in narrow focus on the 
Theme argument and not on the IAV Goal. Instead of analyzing (13) as an 
exception to the Aghem focus rule, I propose to treat this example as an indication 
that the clause-internal IS-related domain in the language is larger that just FocP. 
The IO in (13), I assume, instantiates the low topP dominating the low FocP, so that 
(13) gets the representation shown in (14). Following Aboh (2007b), I assume that 
the verb in Aghem undergoes V-to-Asp movement.  
 
(14) [TP ò [T° mò] [AspP fúo [topP kí bíghá â  topo [FocP fú-kó Foco [vP ]]]]]  
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This analysis allows us to treat the IAV focus in (8-9) as well as the focus in (13) in 
a uniform way. This seems desirable given the consistency with which the IAV 
position is employed for Focus encoding in Aghem. The weak topic status of the 
inverted Goal is obvious given that this constituent can occur not only in between 
the verb and the focused DO, but also be preposed to the pre-verbal position with 
no effect on the interpretation (15). 
 
(15) fíl    á  mò  bvú-‘tí fúo  â  bέ-‘kó   [Watters 1979: 157] 
 friends  SM PST  dogs  give  to  fufu    
 ‘The friends gave the dogs FUFU.’            
        
In Aghem, movement of a post-verbal constituent into the area between the 
auxiliary and the verb, i.e. into the middle field, indicates that the moved 
constituent refers to an entity highly accessible from the preceding discourse. In the 
terminology used in the present work this constituent is (strongly) D-linked.  
 It remains to be explained why the low topP can only host a Goal IO and 
no other element. For instance, in a ditransitive construction with a Beneficiary IO 
in the IAV position, only the latter can get the Focus interpretation (16). 
 
(16) fíl    á  mò  zóm  â  bâ?tóm nzàŋ    [Watters 1979: 153] 
 friends  SM PST  sing  for chief  Nzaŋ 
 ‘The fiends sang Nzaŋ for the CHIEF.’  
        
(16) contrasts with (13) in that it can never have the reading wherein the DO Nzaŋ 
gets focused and the IO â bâ?tóm is interpreted as D-linked. The difference 
between the IO in (13) and that in (16) is not only semantic (Goal in (13) but 
Beneficiary in (16)), it is also syntactic. Namely, in (13) the IO is a true argument 
while in (16) it is more of an adjunct. The generalization that emerges is that only 
an argument can move to the low topP in Aghem. I do not have a proper 
explanation for this fact, but it can have something to do with the impossibility to 
extract out of adjuncts versus the legibility of extraction out of complements. The 
reason for such a speculation is the following. As can be observed in the above 
examples, an IO in Aghem is a PP headed by the preposition â. The base order 
inside an IO PP (both for Goals and Beneficiaries) corresponds to â > IO. This is 
the order we see in (16). In (13), on the other hand, the order is reversed. And this 
is what always happens when the interpretation shown in (13) is aimed at. If the 
Goal PP occurred in the IAV position in its base  â > IO order, the interpretation 
would change, as shown in (17).  
 
(17) ò  mò  fúo  â  kí bíghá  fú-kó  
 he  PST  give  to  leopard  rat 
 ‘He gave the rat to the LEOPARD.’ 
 
Thus an IO Goal can have a presuppositional meaning only in the inverted ( IO > â)  
but not in the base (â > IO) order. Suppose that the topo head in Aghem can only 
agree with a DP. Thus in order to be visible for topo, the DP inside the Goal PP 
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must be extracted to some higher position. If this is the case, the derivation of (13) 
up to this point will be something like (18). 
 
(18) [VP fú-kó [XP  kí bíghái [PP  [P’ â  ti]]]]  
 
As it emerges from (18), what moves to topP is not the PP but some larger 
constituent, XP. This extraction out of PP can only happen if the PP is a true 
argument, i.e. only with Goals. Adjuncts, on the other hand, are opaque for 
extraction. Therefore the additional derivational step shown in (18) is unavailable 
for an adjunct Beneficiary PP, or any other adjunct PP for that matter. Therefore 
topo cannot attract it. As a result, no other element but an inverted Goal IO can get 
the presuppositional reading when it directly follows the verb. Of course, the issue 
requires some further investigation for it to become clearer.  
 I have shown that Aghem provides evidence for the lower phase Edge. In 
the schema of the Edge in (6) I included two topPs: one preceding and one 
following FocP. I have presented evidence for the higher of the two topPs. That the 
lowest topP is also active in Aghem also seems plausible. As shown in (11) and 
(16-17), there can be some elements following the IAV focus position. I tentatively 
assume that they occur in topPs following FocP. A partial support for this idea 
comes from the fact that nouns following the focus always show a special 
morphology.  

Nouns in Aghem have two morphological forms, known as A and B. In 
the A-form a noun consists of a noun class prefix and a stem. In the B-form the 
noun class prefix is missing and, instead, the stem is accompanied by a clitic which 
either encliticizes to the stem or procliticizes to the word following the noun stem. 
The A and B paradigms for the nouns rat and bird are given in (19).      
 
(19) (Hyman 2007: 8) 

A-form B-form 
prefix         stem  Stem    = enclitic Stem       proclitic = 
kí              fú (rat) fú               =kó Fú                kí= 
fí               nwín (bird) nwín         =fó nwín             fí= 

 
The distinction between the A- and the B-form, according to Hyman (2007), boils 
down to the [+focus] versus [-focus] distinction. A noun occurring in the IVA 
position is always in the A, i.e. the focused, form. The B-member of the paradigm 
is used when the noun is excluded from Focus.  

If we go back to our examples, we see that a noun following the focus is 
always in the B-form. For instance, in (17) the DO following the focused IO takes 
this form. Therefore it is a plausible assumption that the DO in (17) occupies the 
topP dominated by low FocP.  

However, the A/B distinction is far from being that simple. The B-from 
might turn out to be marking referential giveness rather than non-focality. What 
makes me think so is the data in (15), repeated below as (20). 
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(20) fíl    á  mò  bvú-‘tí fúo  â  bέ-‘kó   [Watters 1979: 157] 
 friends  SM PST  dogs  give  to  fufu    
 ‘The friends gave the dogs FUFU.’            
 
Both nouns, dog and fufu, are in the B-form. Nevertheless the one that remains 
post-verbal gets focused. Constructions like (20), i.e. those with preposing to the 
middle field, are used in corrections (Watters 1979). This sentence is felicitous in a 
context like I think that the friends gave some corn to the dogs. That is, all the 
constituents in the response are D-linked: focus via the set-relation with the noun 
corn, the rest of the constituents via prior mentioning. This, to my mind, explains 
the B-form of the focused DO.  
 To conclude, the morphological evidence for postulation of topP below 
FocP in Aghem might be not too strong, but it can still hold, if we assume an 
indirect correlation between giveness and topicality.  
 Although Aghem has been assumed to be a language where only the lower 
phase periphery is activated (Aboh 2007b), I think we have some evidence for the 
activation of the higher phase periphery as well. Aghem has a special construction 
for encoding polarity Focus. Focus on the truth value is encoded exclusively on the 
non-future tense auxiliary. Depending on IS, the auxiliary appears in one of the 
forms shown below (Hyman 2007:5). 
 
(21)         [-focus]  [+focus] 
 Present Perfect   Ø     ń  ̀̀ 
 Today Past     mò    mâa 
 General Past    ̀mò    má↓á  
 
A sentence with Focus on the truth value necessarily has an auxiliary in the focused 
form (22). Note that in such sentences the nouns are always in their B-forms and 
can be preposed to the middle field (23).   
 
(22) tí-bvú tì-bìghà mâa    zì  ↓bέ  ↓kó    [Hyman 2007: 6]   
 dogs  two   PST.FOC eat fufu  DET 
 ‘The two dogs DID eat fufu’.  
 
(23) fíl   á  má’á   bvú-tí  â bέ-‘kó  fúo   [Watters 1979: 157] 
 friends SM PST.FOC dogs  to  fufu  give   
 ‘The friends DID give the dogs fufu.’            
        
As shown in (23), in sentences with polarity focus the IAV position can remain 
completely empty. In this respect (23) contrasts sharply with (10), repeated below 
for convenience.  
 
(24) énáo  mò  ñìŋ *( nô)              [Watters 1979: 144] 
 Inah  PST  run  FOC 
 ‘Inah ran.’ 
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I assume that polarity Focus in Aghem involves activation of the higher phase 
FocP. Namely, I analyze the focused form of the auxiliary as indicating the 
agreement between To and the high Foco. The motivation for assuming agreement 
with the higher rather with the lower Foco is the following. First, when no element 
occurs within the lower FocP its head is always overtly realized as nô (24). If the 
auxiliary in (22-23) agreed with the lower Foco we would expect the latter to be PF 
visible. This implies that I take the low FocP in (22-23) to be totally de-activated. 
And secondly, polarity focus is encoded high-up across languages. Given my 
assumptions on the interpretive differences between the lower and the higher phase 
Edges (section 5.3.3), the analysis of (22-23) in terms of the left-peripheral FocP 
gains some credence. If only the higher phase is the locus of propositionality, 
polarity Focus, which crucially needs a proposition and a truth value, can only be 
encoded by the left-peripheral Foco.  
 To sum up, I have shown that IS encoding in Aghem can be successfully 
analyzed if the lower phase periphery is assumed to exist.52 The data discussed in 
this section allow me to maintain the proposed structure of the lower phase Edge, 
i.e. topP > FocP > topP. Furthermore, I have shown that despite its clear clause-
internal orientation in what concerns IS expression, Aghem also uses the clausal 
left periphery to encode certain pragmatic information, namely polarity Focus. 
 
7.2.2 Kabiye     
Another language which exhibits extensive use of the vP periphery is Kabiye. 
Kabiye is a Gur language spoken in Togo. I have already referred to Kabiye when 
discussing verb focus in Russian (section 5.3.5). It was shown that focusing a verb 
in Kabiye results in verb doubling. The relevant example is repeated below.    
 
(25) εsó  yá-ki   kέkέsi    kí  yáb-υ   
 Esso  buy-IMPF bean.cakes  KI  byu-INF  
 ‘Esso is just BUYING bean cakes.’    
                   [Collins and Essizewa 2007: 192] 
 
Doubling as a strategy to involve the verb into IS encoding is well-attested 
crosslinguistically. However, as a rule, the order of the finite and non-finite copies 

                                                   
52 The present analysis of Aghem follows the baseline of the analysis proposed for this 
language by Aboh (2007b, 2007c). Hyman and Polinsky (2007) argue against the low 
FocP approach and claim, instead, that the IAV placement of Aghem focus is a surface 
effect and does not signal a uniform syntactic position. According to the authors, focus 
in Aghem is encoded in situ with the relevant constituent being bound by an 
Operator[+focus] situated in SpecCP. This Operator is sensitive only to the constituent 
which is the lowest in the VP. The marker nô is completely dissociated from focus and 
is assumed to optionally “mark off the right edge of the verb phrase” (Hyman and 
Polinsky 2007: 32). Hyman and Polinsky’s analysis heavily relies on right adjunction. 
Therefore it is incompatible with the theoretical ideas adopted in the present work. 
Moreover, the analysis pursued in this thesis provides a more reasonable explanation for 
the distribution of the marker nô.          
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is the reverse of that shown in (25). Some examples from other languages using 
Predicate Clefts are given in (26-28).  
 
(26)  lirkod  Gil lo  yirkod   ba-xayim.    [Hebrew, Landau 2006] 
 to-dance  Gil not will-dance in-the-life           
 ‘As for dancing, Gil will never dance.’  
 
(27) Essen fish est Max hekht       [Yiddish, Kandybowicz 2006] 
 to-eat fish eats Max pike    
 ‘As for eating fish, Max eats pike.’ 
 
(28) wá yé wá              [Gungbe, Aboh 2004] 
 arrive they arrive-PRF  
 ‘They ARRIVED.’ 
 
The pragmatic import of the Predicate Cleft varies cross-linguistically. For 
instance, in Hebrew and Yiddish it is used to topicalize the event, while in Gungbe, 
as in Kabiye, its function is to focus the verb. The analyses of constructions like 
(26-28) follow a similar line. Namely, the pragmatic information is assumed to be 
expressed by the non-finite form occurring at the left periphery of the clause.  
 If we compare (26-28) to (25), we see immediately that they differ with 
respect to the position of the non-finite doublet. Assuming that the focus exponent 
in (25) is also a non-finite verb, Kabiye stands out as a language that encodes IS at 
the lower part of the clause. Analyzing (25), Collins and Essizewa (2007) argue 
that Kabiye has a dedicated focus position at the periphery of the verb phrase. Thus 
the form yáb-υ in (25) is claimed to be situated within the low FocP. The analysis 
proposed by Collins and Essizewa for (25) is reproduced in (29). 
 
(29)  IP       
      
 εsó         I’ 
                  KiP 
  ki      
           VP       Ki’ 
         
            yá-    kέkέsi        kí     FocP   

                yáb-υ               Foc’ 
            

 
      (na)           VP 

                     
      yá- kέkέsi 
 
 
 
The verb undergoes movement to SpecFocP dominating the VP, where it is spelled 
out as an infinitive. Then the whole VP is remnant-moved to SpecKiP. The fact is 
that the infinitival doublet in Kabiye Predicate Clefts must obligatorily be preceded 
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by the morpheme kí. Its absence would render (25) unacceptable. The authors are 
not sure about the exact function of kí and assume it to be a special projection 
subcategorizing for the focused verb. The role of this projection is also to provide a 
landing site for the fronted VP. The VP is fronted in order to bring the verb closer 
to the inflectional head. For Collins and Essizewa, moving the verb directly from V 
to I violates Locality: the verb in specFocP is a closer goal.  
 I would like to slightly modify this analysis along the lines of the Parallel-
Chain approach. First, I assume that kí is generated not on top of FocP but rather 
within the VP. Suppose that it selects VP. On this assumption it is easier to account 
for the fact that kí can accompany only the verb (phrase) and not any other focused 
category. If it selects for FocP, as in Collins and Essizewa’s analysis, the close 
relation between the verb and the morpheme sounds somewhat  ad hoc. The object, 
I assume undergoes movement into the middle field, suppose it scrambles. 
Following our analysis of Predicate Clefts in Russian and Gungbe (Aboh and 
Dyakonova 2009), I propose that (25) is derived by parallel chains, with a proviso 
that the A’-movement targets the low and not the high FocP.  In particular, the verb 
enters into two types of checking relations simultaneously: with Io (Agree-type) and 
with Foco (Edge-type). The Agree-type checking forces Vo-to-Io movement, while 
the Edge-feature checking triggers phrasal movement of the KiP embedding the 
verb into SpecFocP. The derivation proceeds as shown in (30). 
 
(30)    IP       
          
 εsó         I’ 
                  XP 
  -ki      
       kέkέsi       FocP  
            
         Foc’            
         vP               
          (na)                    

  
  

                                                   tεsó                 KiP 
              

kí        VP 
             yá- 

     tkέkέsi 
   

 
 
On the present analysis what moves to SpecFocP is not just V, but the entire KiP. 
Evidence for the phrasal movement comes from the fact that in certain contexts an 
object can follow the verb, as in (31). 
 

  



 233 

(31) εsó  yá-ki   kí  yáb-υ   kέkέsi   
 Esso  buy-IMPF ki  byu-INF  bean.cakes 
 ‘Esso is just BUYING BEAN CAKES.’    
     [Collins and Essizewa 2007: 201] 
 
Sentences like (31) are acceptable in a situation when the entire VP and not just the 
verb is focused, e.g. when you want to say that Esso just bought bean cases, but he 
did not steal any money from the seller. The fact that an object can be trapped 
inside the KiP means that there is no obligatory Object Shift in Kabiye. This allows 
me to conclude that in (30) the object undergoes an Edge-type rather than an 
Agree-type movement. One possibility is that the XP in (30) corresponds to topP. 
However, at the moment I do not have enough data to prove it.    

As shown in (29-30), the head of FocP can be overtly realized as na. This 
is a focus marker in Kabiye. With verb (phrase) focus it is optional. When 
SpecFocP is filled by a nominal element, na becomes obligatory (32).  
 
(32) ma-ní-υ        kabiyε  na   [Collins and Essizewa 2007: 
 1SG-understand-IMPF  Kabiye FOC   193] 
 ‘I understand KABIYE.’ 
 
There is an alternative strategy for focusing the object, which is fronting to the 
clause-initial position, as in (33). Note that in this position na is excluded. Instead, 
there is lengthening of the final vowel.  
 
(33) (Context: What language do you understand?)  
 kabiyε-ε   (*na)  ma-ní-υ    
 Kabiye-FOC  FOC 1SG-understand-IMPF 
 ‘I understand KABIYE.’ 
 
This phonological modification, according to Collins and Essizewa, is an evidence 
for the left-peripheral Foco, which carries a phonological feature giving rise to 
lengthening.  
 The data discussed above clearly show that in Kabiye both phasal Edges 
are active. Nevertheless, the vP periphery is definitely more prominent. First, only 
the low FocP can be involved in V(P) focusing. Second, Focus on the subject can 
also be encoded using exclusively the low Foco. The subject focus construction in 
Kabiye is especially interesting. Focus on the subject is expressed as shown in (34). 
 
(34) (Context: Who understands Kabiye?)        
 a. εsó  ní-υ         na  kabiyε     
  Esso understand-IMPF  FOC Kabiye 
 
 b. *εsó-ó   ní-υ     (na)   kabiyε     
  Esso-FOC understand-IMPF  Kabiye 
   
  ‘ESSO understands Kabiye.’   [Collins and Essizewa 2007: 194-195]   
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Subject focus requires the presence of the focus marker na. However, the subject 
cannot stay at the vP periphery but moves to its canonical position. The subject in 
(34a) cannot be considered to occupy the left-peripheral FocP, because as shown by 
the ungrammaticality of (34b) its final vowel cannot be lengthened, a hallmark of 
movement to the high FocP.  
 The subject focus pattern in Kabiye is the reverse of how the subject is 
focused in some other African languages, e.g. in Gungbe. Recall that in Gungbe 
Focus on the external argument can only be expressed at the left periphery, while 
the object can occupy any of the two FocPs. This Subject/Object asymmetry is 
accounted for with reference to the EPP: the subject has to satisfy the requirement 
on SpecTP being filled. The data in (34) indicate that the EPP must be operative in 
Kabiye as well, forcing the subject to move to SpecTP. Assuming that SpecTP is a 
Criterial position, the subject cannot move any further. Consequently, the left-
peripheral FocP cannot be reached. The presence of na, on the other hand, indicates 
that the low FocP must be activated. However, the subject cannot remain in 
SpecFocP, because otherwise the EPP is violated. Collins and Essizewa propose 
that the subject, when focused, moves to SpecTP via SpecFocP. I cannot adopt this 
idea since I have followed the Criterial Freezing throughout this work. Therefore I 
resort again to the parallel-chain derivation. The subject in the first-merge position 
is attracted by two probes independently: To and Foco. This results in two parallel 
chains: SpecvP-SpecTP, and SpecvP-SpecFocP. Out of the two chains only the 
head of the A-chain is spelled out. The A’-chain remains silent. At first sight, it 
might seem suspicious, given that usually a copy at the Edge is PF visible. I 
propose that the obligatory presence of the focus morpheme in (34a) signals the 
presence of a null Operator in SpecFocP position. That is why the subject can 
appear in SpecTP while retaining its focus interpretation. The contrast between 
Kabiye and Gungbe subject focus is explained by the null Operator strategy being 
available in Kabiye but not in Gungbe. Recall that in Gungbe a focused subject 
cannot occur in SpecTP but has to move to the higher SpecFocP.  
 The description of Kabiye focus constructions is of crucial importance for 
us because this language does at the vP periphery what many other languages do at 
the clausal left-periphery. At the same time, the role of the higher phase Edge 
cannot be neglected, because it also participates in IS encoding, albeit to a lesser 
degree.    
 
7.2.3 Chadic Languages 
Chadic languages, West Bade, Kanakuru, Tangale and Ngizim, are also potential 
candidates for the double periphery account. As described in Tuller (1992), focus 
encoding in Chadic languages is of two main types: S-V-FOC (A-type) and S-V-
DO-FOC (B-type). Out of the mentioned languages West Bade is a representative 
of the A-type, while Kanakuru, Tangale and Ngizim are of the B-type. As we can 
see, in both groups a focused constituent follows the verb. But in the B-type a DO 
intervenes between the verb and the focus. The examples are provided below. 
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(35) a. tləmpətəŋ kəm  zaneenii      [West Bade, Tuller 1992: 303]    
  tore    what gown-your    
  ‘What tore your gown?’ 
 
 b. zaneeŋaa, tləmpətə-g dəmaan  
  gown-my tore    wood 
  ‘My gown, the WOOD tore it.’ 
 
(36) a. are  lowoi  jewoi la  lusha     [Kanakuru, Tuller 1992: 307]   
  bury boy-the slave in  bush   
  ‘The SLAVE buried the boy in the bush.’ 
 
 b. taatkə  d’aan tai  ii  magərafcin    [Ngizim, Tuller 1992: 308] 
  showed town who  to  visitors     
  ‘Who showed the town to the visitors?’   
 
Type B focus constructions are further classified according to the ability of a 
complex DO to occur between the verb and the focus. Kanakuru does not allow for 
a complex DP intervener and resorts to the object split shown in (37). Ngizim and 
Tangale, on the other hand, can either split the object or leave it intact (38). 
 
(37) ma-no     [boi] nani [mə  mən  ala ra] 
 returned-AGR place I   REL we  saw her 
 ‘I returned to the place where we saw her.’   
                     [Kanakuru, Tuller 1992: 309] 
 
(38) a. padυgo [tarkin] noŋ  [nam lakido] 
  bought cap   who  REL small  
 
 b. padυgo [tarkim  lakidon] noŋ      
  bought cap-REL small  who  
   
  ‘Who bought a cap which is small?’   [Tangale, Tuller 1992: 310]   
 
Tuller proposes the following analysis for the constructions illustrated above. She 
argues that the contrast between type A versus type B results from the difference in 
case-checking. In West Bade (A) the object does not need to move to be assigned 
Case, while in Tangale, Ngizim, and Kanakuru (B) Case assignment requires overt 
movement. Otherwise focus is derived in a similar way in both groups. Namely, 
Tuller associates [+Focus] feature with the inflectional head Io. The verb undergoes 
V-to-I movement and then Io assigns [+Focus] to the immediately following 
constituent, under Government. In order to become governed by Io

[+Focus], a focused 
constituent must adjoin to VP. The A-type construction (V-FOC-DO) is derived by 
the combination of V-to-I movement plus focus adjunction to VP. In B-type 
constructions (V-DO-FOC), in addition to that, DO must incorporate into V in 
order to be case-marked. Object incorporation is forced because both Case and 
[+Focus] assignment crucially relies on Government.   
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 The analysis is obviously out-dated for Government is non-existent as a 
syntactic operation anymore. But the gist of Tuller’s account seems to be correct. 
Following her line of reasoning, I assume that West Bade differs from Tangale, 
Ngizim, and Kanakuru only in the location of the object, with focus being encoded 
in one and the same position. As the reader might guess, I assume that focus in 
these languages occurs within the low FocP. However I deviate from Tuller in what 
concerns the DO position. First, I doubt that the adjacency between V and DO in 
Type B languages reflects object incorporation. As the author shows, even in 
Kanakuru, where complex DOs are split, elements which are dependants of the 
head of DO cannot be stranded. For example, a possessive (39a) or a complement 
of the participial DO (39b) cannot be taken away from their N head. 
 
(39) a. tui [worom mono]  shire           [Tuller 1992: 319] 
  ate bean  my   she 
  ‘SHE ate my beans.’ 
 
 b. kur  [kəran  yawei]   mandai 
  refuse tending chicken-the who  
  ‘Who refused tending the chicken?’ 
 
The assumption that the modified DOs in (39) are incorporated into the verb sounds 
dubious since Incorporation usually applies to bare nouns53. Therefore I consider 
the intervening DO in type B languages to be moved to an independent position 
between IP and VP. This position can be either of the Agree-type or of the Edge-
type. The following observation brings me to the conclusion that the position 
hosting the DO is most probably of the Edge-type.  
 Tuller assumes that a focused DO occupies the dedicated focus position, 
i.e. VP-adjoined, in contrast to an unfocused DO. This assumption is based on the 
fact that a focused object blocks vowel elision on the verb. The contrast between a 
neutral sentence, with vowel elision on the verb, and the one with the focused 
object, where elision is cancelled, is illustrated in (40). 
 
(40) a. Áudu mad-ug  littáfi         [Tangale, Hartmann and 
  Audu read-PRF book          Zimmermann 2004: 222] 
  ‘Audu read a book.’ 
 
 b. Áudu mad-gó/*-ug  líttáfi  
  Audu read-PRF   book   
  ‘Audu read a BOOK.’ 
 
In (40a), as a result of elision, the final vowel ó in the perfective morpheme is 
deleted (u appears as an epenthetic vowel). In (40b), with Focus on the object, the 
reduction is blocked, and only the full form gó is allowed.  
 Assuming that Tuller is right and this phonological transformation is 
related to the fact that the DO in (40b) is in a different position as compared to 
                                                   
53 But see Massam (2001) and Ball (2005) on pseudo-noun incorporation.    
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(40a), these data indicate that an obligatory Case-driven movement is not a 
property of the B-type languages: if an object may not move to a Case-position 
under focusing, there are no obvious reasons for obligatory movement without 
focusing either. This allows me to propose that the object intervening between the 
verb and the focus in Ngizim, Kanakuru, and Tangale is not in a Case-related 
position. I rather assume that it occupies topP dominating the low FocP. There is, in 
fact, some empirical support for this assumption.  
 In Tangale and Ngizim focus can occur not only after the [V-DO] 
complex, but also clause-finally. This is illustrated in (41) for Tangale.  
 
(41) d’əbdə  karee-n aa  aasək  Áudu           [Tuller 1991: 322]      
 sold   goods  at  market Audu 
 ‘AUDU sold goods at the market.’ 
 
To account for constructions like (41), where more than one constituent intervenes 
between V and focus, Tuller suggests that there are in fact two structural positions 
for focus in Ngizim and Tangale: at the periphery of VP, and in SpecCP. The latter 
is assumed to host the focus in (41), with a proviso that SpecCP in these languages 
follows the head. The Spec-finality of CP in Ngizim and Tangale is also held 
responsible for the seemingly optional split of complex objects, shown in (38). The 
author proposes that, in reality, the object in (38b) is also split. The surface 
adjacency results from the focus being situated not in the adjoined-to-VP position 
but in SpecCP. In other words, the contrast between (37) versus (38) is not due to 
the different splitting possibilities in Kanakuru versus Tangale/Ngizim. It rather 
arises because Tangale and Ngizim are Spec-final in CP, while Kanakuru is Spec-
initial. The latter idea is supported by the data in (42), showing that the CP-internal 
focus position is also available in Kanakuru, but it is clause-initial linearly.  
 
(42) shi mən  tupa              [Kanakuru, Tuller 1992:324] 
 him we  sent      
 ‘We sent HIM.’ 
 
I agree with Tuller that (42) does support the existence of two focus positions in 
Kanakuru. However, I would like to analyze the data in (41) without resorting to 
Spec-final projections. I take this example to support the hypothesis about the 
availability of topP above the low FocP in Ngizim and Tangale. The variation 
between these languages and Kanakuru arises due to the activation of topP above 
FocP in the former but not in the latter. 

 There is, furthermore, a possibility of topP following the low FocP, at 
least in Tangale. Constructions like (43), although marginal, are reported to be 
attested in this language. 
 
(43) wa  pad  yalam ti  po luumo  noŋ, dooji    [Tuller 1991: 322] 
 FUT  buy  oil  at   market who  tomorrow 
 ‘Who will buy oil at the market, tomorrow?’      
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The adverbial following the focus in (43) is reported by Tuller to have the 
intonation of a dislocated phrase, which is indicated in the example by the comma. 
If Belletti (2002) is right in her analysis of Right Dislocation, the post-focal 
constituent in (43) must be in topP below the low FocP.   
 To sum up, the data from the Chadic languages discussed in this section 
support not only the existence of the lower phase Edge, but also its structural 
similarity across languages.    
 
7.3 The universal structure of the higher phase Edge  
 
The existence of the clausal peripheral domain and its active role in IS encoding 
does not require additional empirical evidence. Indeed, the evidence is so robust 
that it can hardly be questioned (Aboh 2007a). Numerous studies on the subject 
revealed that the structural make-up of the clausal periphery is quite similar across 
languages and closely reminds that proposed by Rizzi (1997). Just to give a few 
examples.      

Puskas (1997), following Rizzi (1997), argues that the CP in Hungarian 
ought to contain separate TopP and FocP, generated in the order TopP > FocP. She 
further claims that unlike FocP, which is unique, TopP can iterate. This conclusion 
is drawn on the basis of the contrast between (44a) versus (44b). 
 
(44) a.  * Tudom hogy TEGNAP ESTE  AMARCORDOT làtta  Jànos.   
  I.know  that  yesterday evening Amarcord    saw  John 
  ‘I know that John saw AMARCORD LAST NIGHT.’ 
  
 b. Tudom  hogy tegnap   este   Jànos AMARCORDOT  làtta.  
  I.know  that  yesterday evening John Amarcord     saw  
  ‘I know that last night John saw AMARCORD.’ 
 
A focused constituent in Hungarian is strictly left-adjacent to the verb, the fact that 
Puskas interprets as indicating Vo-to-Foco movement. As shown by the 
ungrammaticality of (44a), FocP cannot contain more than one Spec or host another 
focus as an adjunct. At the same time, if another fronted constituent is instead 
topicalized, as in (44b), the sentence turns acceptable. Note also that both the 
subject Jànos and the adverbial tegnap este are assumed to be topics in (44b). So 
this example illustrates iterability of topic as well as its position relative to focus. It 
is unclear from Puskas’ analysis whether the iteration is restricted to the pre-FocP 
area or there can be TopPs following FocP as well. 
 The articulated structure of the clausal Edge is most clearly instantiated by 
languages where IS functions are morphologically encoded. One such example is 
Gungbe which was referred to previously in this work. Another vivid illustration is 
Kikuyu, a Bantu language. It does not have a topic marker but there is a dedicated 
focus morpheme – ne. A focused constituent must leave its canonical position and 
move to the right of ne. This is shown in (45) (the base order in Kikuyu is S-V-IO-
DO-Adv ) 
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(45) a. (Context: What does Abdul read to the child?)    
  Abdul  ne  i-βuku  a-ðom-aγ-er-a     mw-ana 
  Abdul  FOC 5-book SM-read-HAB-APPL-FV 1-child 
  ‘Abdul reads a BOOK to the child.’ 
  
 b. (Context: When did Abdul sell the house to the rich person?)  
  Abdul  ne  ira    εnd-er-iri-ε       γε-tonga   
  Abdul  FOC yesterday SM.sell-APPL-ASP-FV  7-rich.person     
  nyomba 
  9.house 
  ‘Abdul sold the house to the rich person YESTERDAY.’ 
    
       [Schwarz 2003: 81] 
 
Schwarz (2003) analyzes ne as an overt instantiation of Foco within the CP domain. 
The focused constituent is argued to move to Foco and adjoin to ne. We can rectify 
the dubious XP-to-Xo movement and assume that a focused XP moves to SpecFocP 
and that ne has the phonological feature [+proclitic], so that at PF it pro-cliticizes 
onto the element over which it must scope.54 Importantly, if ne sits in the high FocP 
an element preceding the focus, e.g. the subject in (45), must also be within the 
Edge domain. That this is indeed the case is proven by (46), which shows that the 
subject can also stay after the focused constituent, i.e. in its canonical position 
(46a), and that other elements can precede the focus besides the subject (46b).  
 
(46) a. mbεrε  ya  nyomba ne  mw-ana Abdul 
  in-front 9ASS 9.house FOC 1-child Abdul  
  a-ðom-aγ-er-a      i-βuku      
  SM-read-HAB-APPL-FV 5-book 
 
 b. mbεrε  ya  nyomba  Abdul  ne  mw-ana     
  in-front 9ASS 9.house  Abdul  FOC 1-child   
  a-ðom-aγ-er-a      i-βuku      
  SM-read-HAB-APPL-FV 5-book 
 
  ‘In front of the house, Abdul reads a book to a CHILD.’ 
 
The data from Kikuyu patterns nicely with Hungarian in that both languages have a 
dedicated focus position preceded by a number of topic positions.    
 Languages exhibit a number of universal properties in what concern IS 
encoding. For instance, focus iteration seems to be precluded across the board. 
Left-peripheral position of the strong Topic is also attested in language after 
language. But some features appear to be languages specific. For instance, topic 
iteration is not a universal. As shown by the Gungbe examples in (47), the topic 

                                                   
54 Tame-Durrleman (2006) proposes for Jamaican Creole, a language that also exhibits 
focus marker > focus ordering, that this sequence results from head movement of the 
focus marker from Foco to some higher functional head. I leave this possibility open.  
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morpheme yà cannot follow more than one constituent (47a) or be multiplied (47b). 
Thus topic iteration of any sort is precluded in Gungbe.       
 
(47) a. * [gólù ló] [àgbá ló]  yà  Kòfí zè-è      dó  é  mὲ  
  gold  SPEC box  SPEC TOP Kofi put-PRF-3SG LOC 3SG   in   

 
 b. * [gólù ló] yà  [àgbá ló] yà  Kòfí zè-è      dó  é  
  gold  SPEC TOP box SPEC TOP Kofi put-PRF-3SG LOC 3SG   
  mὲ 
  in 
 
  ‘As for the specific gold and the specific box, Kofi put it in there.’ 
        
                          [Aboh 2004: 299] 
  
Among those languages that do permit multiple Topicalization the typology of 
Topics defended in this work is clearly observed. In particular, what I referred to as 
strong topic is always structurally higher than focus or a weak topic. Weak topics 
are always postfocal and follow the strong topic across languages. Consider the 
following Japanese examples borrowed from Vermeulen (2007: 192)  
 
(48) (Context: Tell me about this dog.) 
 
 a. [sono inu-wa]T [Bill-wa  moo  sudeni  kyonen  kandeiru ]F 
  this  dog-WA Bill-WA   already   last.year  bite-PRF 
  
 b. # [Bill-wa]F [sono inu-wa]T   moo sudeni kyonen  kandeiru     
   Bill-WA   this  dog-WA   already  last.year  bite-PRF 
 
  ‘This dog has already bitten BILL last year.’ 
 
(49) (Context: - Did that dog bite John? 
   - Well, I am not sure about John, but…) 
 
 a. # [sono inu-wa]WT [Bill-wa]ST  moo sudeni kyonen  kandeiru  
   this dog-WA   Bill-WA   already   last.year  bite-PRF 
  
 b. [Bill-wa]ST [sono inu-wa]WT moo sudeni kyonen  kandeiru  
  Bill-WA   this dog-WA   already  last.year  bite-PRF 
   
  ‘Bill, this dog has already bitten last year.’ 
 
The particle wa is usually considered to be a topic marker in Japanese. As we see 
from (48-49), there can be several was in the sentence. In this situation though, the 
marked constituents are not interpretively similar. In (48), one of the wa-carrying 
elements is interpreted as Topic another one is included into the wide Focus. The 
use of wa as a focus marker is possible only if Focus has a contrastive meaning. In 
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(49) both of the constituents having the marker seem to be interpreted as non-focal. 
The context provided in (49) indicates that Bill-wa gets a Contrastive Topic 
reading, which in my classification is a strong topic. In such a context, the order of 
the wa-constituents shown in (49b) is the only acceptable one. The reverse order 
will shift the strong topic interpretation to sono inu-wa ‘this dog’, which is 
infelicitous in the given discourse situation. Thus we conclude that the Japanese 
data in (49) favor the hypothesis that a strong topic always precedes a weak topic. 
Furthermore, as shown in (48), a strong topic cannot follow focus.55 
 Similar findings were reported for Italian (Benincà and Poletto 2004, 
Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007), Norwegian and German (Svenonius 2002a), just 
to name a few. Therefore, we can conclude that if all of the IS-related left-
peripheral projections are active in a language, they occur in the order shown in 
(50).  
 
(50) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco ([topP topo )[FinP 

Fino ]]]]]]] 
     
The languages we have considered so far have quite a rich clausal Edge. But there 
are languages in which the Edge seems to be considerably reduced. I am referring, 
first of all, to V2 languages, where the finite verb is assumed to mark the boarder 
between the Edge and the middle field. On the surface, the clausal periphery in 
these languages is limited to a single position. This is the situation we find in 
German. The prefield, i.e. the space preceding the finite verb in a main clause, can 
contain only one constituent of practically any sort, as illustrated in (51) adopted 
from Frey (2006): in (51a) it is a discourse linking adverbial, in (51b) a sentence 
adverbial, in (51c) a focus, and in (51d) a contrastive topic.  
 
(51) a. Am Rande bemerkt bin ich etwas   enttäuscht  von dir 
  by the.way     am  I   somewhat  disappointed by  you 
  ‘By the way, I am somewhat disappointed by you.’ 
 
 b. Leider     hat keiner  dem  alten Mann  geholfen. 
  unfortunately  has no.one  the  old  man  helped  
  ‘Unfortunately no one has helped the old man.’ 
 
 c. (Context: Who has read this book?) 
  HANS hat das Buch gelesen. 
  Hans  has the book read 
  ‘HANS read this book.’ 
 

                                                   
55 Given the data in (48-49), it seems more accurate to analyze wa as marking 
referential giveness rather than topicality. This is the analysis advocated by Miyagawa 
(1987) and Vermeulen (2007), among others.    
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 d. (Context: Who has eaten each of these fruits?) 
  Den  Apfel hat HANS gegessen,  den Pfirsich hat MARIA    
  the  apple has Hans  eaten   the peach  has Maria  
  gegessen. 
  eaten 
  ‘The apple, Hans has eaten, the peach, Maria has eaten.’ 
 
One of the ways to analyze (51) is to say that in a German clause the Edge is 
represented by a unique XP, which does not have any inherent IS properties and 
can unselectively host any type of constituent. In other words this XP is a mere 
place-holder. However, Frey (2006) argues that the German prefield does, in fact, 
have an articulated structure and the preverbal elements in (51) are not in one and 
the same position. The adverbial in (51a) is assumed to be base-generated in the 
highest available slot. The focus in (51c) and the topic in (51d) are argued to move 
to the position following that hosting discourse linkers. Finally, sentence adverbials 
in (51b) and non-contrastive topics are assumed to take the lowest of the Edge 
positions. The structure of the German prefield Frey proposes is given in (52).  
 
(52)  CP  >  KontrP  >  FinP    
 
 

Discourse linkers  contrastive sentence adverbial  
    topic/focus non-conrastive topic 
 
I am not going into the details of Frey’s analysis. I just want to follow his major 
idea that the specific feature of the German prefield is that out of the possible 
positions only one can be associated with the [EPP] feature responsible for PF 
visibility. The structure of the clausal periphery he proposes is different from the 
one assumed in this work. But it is not of crucial importance. The explanation in 
terms of visibility rather than in terms of severe deficiency makes it possible to 
treat German on a par with any other language we have discussed in this thesis.  

Note that the restriction on how many Edge positions can be filled at a 
time, is not a distinguishing property of V2. Finnish, which is not a V2 language, 
shows the same behavior. As described by Vilkuna (1995) and Holmberg and 
Nikanne (2002), only one constituent is allowed to precede the subject in Finnish. 
The latter occupies the highest position within the inflectional field. The constituent 
moved to the Edge can be interpreted either as Topic or as Focus, depending on the 
context (53). The major requirement is that it must have a contrastive interpretation, 
that is why a semantically vacuous element, e.g. an expletive, cannot precede the 
subject in Finnish (54a), but can replace the subject in its canonical position, if the 
latter moves to the Edge (54b).    
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(53) Artikkelista Annaa    kehuttiin.       [Vilkuna 1995: 253] 
 Article.EL  Anna.PRTT praise.PASS.PST 
 ‘The paper, Anna was praised for it.’ 
 ‘It was the PAPER Anna was praised for.’    
   
(54) a. [Nama lapset]  sita  eivat  olisi     ikina oppineet   
  these children   EXPL not.3PL  have.COND ever  learn.PART  
  uimaan.  
  to.swim 
 
 b. *Sita [nama lapset]  eivat  olisi     ikina oppineet  
  EXPL these children not.3PL have.COND  ever  learn.PART 
  uimaan 
  to.swim   
 
  ‘These children, they would never have learnt to swim.’ 
 
      [Holmberg and Nikanne 2002] 
 
To sum up, the observed differences related to the realization of the CP domain 
between Gungbe and Russian, on the one hand, and German or Finnish, on the 
other, do not imply that the Edge heads available in the former are not available in 
the latter. The variation arises as a response to some IS-independent property of the 
language.  
 
7.4 Conclusion 
 
The major goal of the present chapter was to show that the analysis I proposed for 
the word order variation in Russian gains considerable support from data we find in 
other languages. It emerges from the above description that the Edge Activation 
Parameter, repeated below, might need some modification.       
 
(55) Edge Activation Parameter 

Languages are parameterized with respect to whether the higher phase 
Edge, the lower phase Edge or both are utilized to encode scope-discourse 
properties.    

 
All languages seem to be using both phasal Edges for IS encoding. What is 
parameterized is the extent to which the vP and the clausal peripheries are 
activated.  

Post-posing of new focal information is a universal tendency. It hints to 
the hypothesis that the low FocP is available in all languages. The variation we 
observe is the outcome of the competition between criterial and formal features. 
Recall the discussion on VS inversion. It was argued that only languages in which 
EPP can be satisfied by means other than movement of the grammatical subject 
allow for the subject to stay low, presumably in SpecFocP.  
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 Furthermore, almost all languages have a construction in which a 
contrastive focus occurs at the left edge of the clause. Similarly, framing/scene-
setting adverbials are sentence-initial across languages. This is a clear indication of 
the fact that the higher phase FocP and FrameP are active in all natural languages. 
The strong topic is also always fronted pointing to the universality of TopP. 
Languages differ simply with respect to how many of the peripheral positions can 
be simultaneously filled.  

The only real difference in the Edge structure of various languages seems 
to be the availability of weak topic positions (topPs). This difference underlies the 
variation regarding the iteration of topics. Some languages seem to lack them 
completely, e.g. Gungbe. Others make wide use of them, as does Russian. 
However, weak topics are quite special. As we have seen earlier, they are not 
subject to Minimality. On a closer investigation, they might even turn out to be not 
exclusively restricted to peripheries. This is an issue that still has to be properly 
addressed in future.   
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
The primary goal of the present work was to provide a syntactic analysis of the 
word order variation in Russian. Theoretical guidelines for my research were the 
Derivation by Phase theory and the cartographic approach to the Syntax-Pragmatics 
interface. The working hypothesis was that IS, which in Russian is reflected in the 
order of sentence constituents, is directly encoded in syntax. In the spirit of Rizzi 
(1997, 2001a,b), Belletti (2001, 2004), Benincà and Polletto (2004), and Benincà 
(2006), I aimed at finding the structural points of junction between IS and syntax.         

Chapter one prepared the ground for the analysis. It included an overview 
of Russian morphosyntax and of the theoretical background to this work. The major 
conclusions drawn in this chapter are the following: 
 

• Topic and Focus are the obligatory IS components of the sentence. Topic 
is understood as an address-pointer indicating where in the knowledge 
store of the interlocutor the incoming information must be entered. Focus 
is that part of the utterance which enhances the interlocutor’s knowledge. 
Pragmatic notions Topic and Focus find their formal instantiation in topic 
and focus exponents, i.e. lexical objects that are assigned [Topic] and 
[Focus] features.  

• [Topic] and [Focus] features are present in the Lexicon and enter the 
Numeration, just as other formal features. Their checking proceeds in the 
usual way, i.e. by feature matching with the dedicated functional heads 
Topo and Foco, respectively.      

 
In chapter two I laid out my viewpoint on the basic architecture of an SVO 
sentence in Russian. Special attention was given to the issue of V-movement and 
first-merge positions of arguments. The following claims were put forth: 
 

• The verb in Russian moves out of the vP, at least as high as the aspectual 
phrase dominating the vP.  

• Arguments are generated in the order: S > IO > DO.  
• Only the verb and the subject are forced to leave their first-merge 

positions and move into the inflectional domain in neutral contexts. 
Internal arguments do not undergo movement, because Case checking 
does not force overt movement in Russian, and there are no other formal 
requirements which internal arguments have to fulfil.  

   
In chapter three I described the variety of attested word orders and their 
repercussions for the interpretation. The data is presented with the distinction 
between the Colloquial and the Standard Russian. The two registers differ with 
respect to the position of focus, when the latter refers to a given description. The 
primary conclusions reached are the following: 
 

• A sentence in Russian is structured according to the IS schema: Topic > 
Discourse Neutral > Focus. Sentence constituents can leave their 
canonical positions to conform to this IS principle.  
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• In Colloquial Russian, focus exponent can optionally occur in the 
preverbal area, if it is D-linked, where D-linking is defined as in (1).      

 
(1) A constituent is D-linked if it has been explicitly mentioned in the 
 previous discourse, is situationally given by being physically present at the 
 moment of communication, or can be easily inferred from the context by 
 being in the set relation with some other entity or event figuring in the 
 preceding discourse.      
 
Chapter four was an overview of the existing approaches to the word order freedom 
in Russian. Although the role of IS in sentence structuring has been recognized in 
literature, the existence of [Topic]/[Focus] features and of the corresponding 
functional heads, Topo and Foco, in the narrow-syntactic component has been 
rejected. As a result, some complex and obscure cross-interface interactions have 
been proposed, clearly violating the thesis that Language is a maximally optimal 
system whereby the interfaces are simply interpreting objects created by narrow 
syntax.  
 In chapter five I presented a new analysis of IS encoding in Russian, 
which is developed along the lines of the cartographic model. The proposed 
analysis can be summarised as follows. 
 

• The CP- and the vP-phases have a uniform structural skeleton which 
consists of the lexical core, the Domain, and the Edge.  

• The Edge is the locus of IS-related feature checking. Thus Topo and Foco 

heads project both within the Edge of CP as well as within the Edge of vP.  
• The structure of the CP Edge in Russian corresponds to that shown in (2), 

wherein FrameP hosts various scene-setting expressions, TopP hosts a 
strong “aboutness” topic, and iterated topPs are the landing sites for weak 
topics, i.e. simply given non-focal constituents.       

 
(2) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [topP topo [ FocP Foco  
 [topP topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 

• Weak topics are quite different from other IS constituents in that they can 
iterate within one and the same domain and are not restricted to the phase 
Edge but can occur almost anywhere in the structure. The special property 
of weak topics is linked to their indistinct feature specification, which is 
limited to [+D].  

• The canonical clause-final focus in Russian occupies FocP within the vP 
Edge, which has the structure shown in (3). 

 
(3) [topP topo [FocP Foco [ vP ]]] 

 
• FocPs within the vP and the CP phase can project simultaneously and 

interact with each other. 
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• The type of information encoded in both focus positions is the same, 
which is roughly ‘(NEW) INFORMATION’. Contrast and/or exhaustivity 
associated with the high FocP are subsidiary effects that arise due to the 
propositional nature of the CP phase.  

• The vP periphery (3) is deficient relative to the CP Edge (3). This follows 
from the semantic difference between the two phases: the CP phase is 
semantically a proposition, while the vP phase denotes a situation.   

 
Chapter six raises the issue of wh-movement in Russian. The motivation comes 
from an interesting property of Russian wh-words, which makes them special in 
comparison to wh-words in other languages. In particular, across languages wh-
items may display similar distribution as focused constituents. Russian wh-words 
do not exhibit this behavior: they cannot occur in the canonical clause–final focus 
position, i.e. inside the low FocP, but must prepose either to the middle field or to 
the CP Edge. The proposed analysis of Russian wh-movement brings the following 
results.    
 

• Russian is an optional wh-movement language, akin to French. A wh-item 
in Russian can undergo either true wh-movement to the CP Edge or wh-
fronting, a distinct operation.   

• Wh-movement results from the wh-word being pied-piped by the question 
particle, Q, which in this case takes the wh-word as its complement.  

• Q is always covert in Russian.      
• Q can also merge directly with Intero, a head responsible for interrogation. 

In this case a wh-word is moved by the wh-fronting operation.   
• Wh-fronting is possible in Russian due to the fact that Q can be unvalued 

with respect to the [wh/yes-no] specification.  
• The obligatory wh-fronting is a kind of locality requirement. A wh-word 

cannot stay in the low FocP, i.e. following the verb, because in this 
position it is invisible for the Intero head present at the CP Edge but 
unavailable at the vP Edge.  

• A wh-word inside the low FocP is invisible for Intero due to the Phase 
Extension mechanism (Den Dikken 2007, Pesetsky 2007): the V-to-Asp 
movement extends the first phase and turns its Edge into the Domain.  

 
Chapter seven was an extension of the analysis of IS-encoding in Russian to other 
languages. Data from a number of African languages (Bantu, Gur, and Chadic) is 
discussed and the following conclusions are arrived at.  
 

• All languages use the vP- and the CP-phase Edges for IS encoding. 
• The vP Edge has the generalized structure represented in (4) 
  

(4) ([topP topo )[FocP Foco ([topP topo) [ vP ]]]] 
 

• The CP Edge is universally complex and corresponds to the structure 
given in (5) 
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(5) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco ([topP topo ) 
 [FinP Fino ]]]]]]] 
 

• The observed crosslinguistic variation stems from the extent to which the 
vP and the CP Edges are activated within a given language as well as from 
some IS-independent language-specific parametric settings.   
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SUMMARY OF THE THESIS 
 
This thesis provides a syntactic account of the Information Structure (IS) encoding 
based on the Derivation by Phase theory (Chomsky 2001, 2005a,b) and the 
cartographic approach to the Syntax-Pragmatics interface (Aboh 2007a, Belletti 
2001, 2004, Benincà and Polletto 2004, Rizzi 1997, 2001a,b). It is claimed that IS 
is encoded directly in narrow syntax. Adopting the feature checking model of 
Pesetsky and Torrego (2007), it is shown that [Topic] and [Focus] features must be 
recognized and that they are checked in the usual way, namely by feature matching 
with the dedicated functional heads Topo and Foco, respectively. Furthermore, it is 
argued that the point of junction between Syntax and Pragmatics exists at the level 
of the CP-phase as well as at the level of the vP-phase. In other words, Topo and 
Foco can project both within the Edge of CP as well as within the Edge of vP.  
 The present account was developed on the basis of IS encoding in Russian. 
In this language IS is reflected primarily in the order of sentence constituents. The 
claims made in this work were also tested on a number of typologically unrelated 
languages.  

The results of the investigation can be summarized as follows. All 
languages use the vP- and the CP-phase Edges for IS encoding. Cross-linguistic 
variation stems from the extent to which the Edges are activated as well as from 
some IS-independent language-specific grammatical properties.   

The thesis starts with the description of certain facts about Russian 
morphosyntax and the presentation of the theoretical background to this work. It is 
argued that in an SVO sentence in Russian only the verb and the subject are forced 
to leave their first-merge positions and move into the inflectional domain due to 
some IS-independent reasons, i.e. triggered by Agree-type features. Internal 
arguments, generated in the order Indirect Object > Direct Object, do not undergo 
any obligatory Agree-motivated movement.     
 Next, the data on IS encoding in Russian is presented. It is shown that 
there are two ordering rules that operate in Russian: the IS Ordering rule and the 
Scrambling rule. The IS Ordering rule requires that sentence constituents occur in 
the order Topic > Discourse Neutral > Focus. The Scrambling rule says that D-
linked elements must be fronted to a position in the preverbal area. The latter rule 
results in optional preposing of the focus exponent in Colloquial Russian, which in 
Standard Russian occurs clause-finally. The main claim made here is that D-linking 
that stands behind focus fronting is a phenomenon of the level different from IS.    
 After considering the existing approaches to the word order freedom in 
Russian most of which refused to recognize the existence of [Topic]/[Focus] 
features and Topo and Foco heads, a new analysis is developed along the lines of the 
cartographic model.  

First, a detailed map of the clausal left periphery is drawn which 
corresponds to the structure in (1).      
 
(1) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [topP topo [ FocP Foco  
 [topP topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
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(1) is a modified version of the left periphery skeleton proposed by Rizzi (1997). In 
the above structure the distinction is made between different types of topics, 
namely frames, strong, and weak topics. Frames are scene-setting expressions. A 
strong topic (hosted by TopP) is an "aboutness" topic, i.e. it denotes what the 
sentence is about. Weak topics (occurring in topP) are simply given, i.e. D-linked, 
non-focal constituents.  
 Furthermore, the syntax of canonical clause-final focus in Russian is 
developed. It is argued that focus encoding in Russian is carried out at the Edge of 
the vP periphery. The main premise of the present approach is that a phase 
constitutes a construct consisting of the lexical core, the Domain and the Edge. 
Both vP and CP are assumed to have this structure. With regard to the Edges of the 
two phases it is shown that the functional heads within them can be replicated and 
can project simultaneously. Moreover, the CP and the vP Edge heads can interact 
with each other. This was shown to hold for FocP in Russian. Even though vP and 
CP are both assumed to possess the Edge, the internal make-up of these Edges is 
argued to differ. While the CP Edge in Russian has the architecture given in (1), the 
vP periphery is relatively impoverished and looks like (2). This fact is of no 
surprise, given that the two phases are semantically different: the CP-phase is 
propositional, while the vP-phase is predicational or situational.       
 
(2) [topP topo [FocP Foco [ vP ]]] 
 
Apart from missing a considerable part of the Topic field, the vP Edge also lacks 
heads responsible for clause-typing, namely Forceo and Intero. This is argued to 
underlie a certain property of Russian wh-words which makes them special in 
comparison to wh-words in other languages.  
 Crosslinguistically wh-items tend to display the same distribution as 
focused constituents. In particular, wh-phrases can occur in the same positions as 
non-wh focused phrases. Russian wh-words do not show this behavior: they cannot 
occur in the canonical focus position, i.e. clause-finally. Instead, a wh-word must 
move to the pre-verbal area, either to the middle field or to the CP periphery. The 
inability of Russian wh-words to stay in the low FocP is claimed to reflect the fact 
that a wh-word in this position cannot agree with the Intero head present at the 
clausal Edge but absent at the vP Edge. Adopting the concept of Phase Extension 
(Den Dikken 2007, Pesetsky 2007) it is proposed that if a wh-word remains in the 
low FocP it becomes invisible for Intero because V-movement out of vP extends the 
first phase and what used to be the Edge becomes part of the Domain. The analysis 
is shown to also account for the lack of long wh-movement in Russian. The syntax 
of Russian wh-movement proposed in this work is based on works by Cheng and 
Rooryck (2000), Cable (2007), and Aboh and Pfau (forthcoming).   
 Finally, the proposed analysis for IS encoding in Russian is extended to 
other languages. Data from a number of African languages (Bantu, Gur, and 
Chadic) supporting the existence of the vP periphery are presented. The described 
empirical facts lead to the following generalized structure of the vP Edge: 
 
(3) ([topP topo )[FocP Foco ([topP topo) [ vP ]]]] 
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The only obligatory part in (3) is FocP. topP can be activated in some languages but 
be missing in others. The major conclusion is that the vP Edge is available in all 
languages. It was further assumed that the clausal left periphery is universally 
complex and corresponds to the structure given in (4). 
 
(4) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco ([topP topo ) 
 [FinP Fino ]]]]]]] 
 
The only real parametric choice a language can make in terms of the CP Edge is to 
have or not to have topPs. The rest of the functional heads are universally available. 
Crosslinguistic variation in the surface expression of these positions may result 
from some IS-independent parametric settings.    
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SAMENVATTING VAN HET PROEFSCHRIFT 
 
Dit proefschrift bevat een syntactische verklaring voor de encodering van 
Informatiestructuur (IS), gebaseerd op de zogeheten Derivation-by-Phase theorie 
van Chomksy (Chomsky 2001, 2005a,b) en de cartografische benadering voor de 
syntaxis-pragmatiek interface (Aboh 2007a, Belletti 2001, 2004, Benincà en 
Polletto 2004, Rizzi 1997, 2001a,b). In het proefschrift wordt beargumenteerd dat 
IS direct geëncodeerd is in narrow syntax. Op aanname van het feature checking 
model van Pesetsky and Torrego (2007) wordt aangetoond dat [Topic] en [Focus] 
kenmerken moeten worden herkend en dat deze op de natuurlijke manier worden 
gecheckt, namelijk door de speciale functionele hoofden Topo resp. Foco. 

Bovendien toon ik aan dat het snijpunt van syntaxis en pragmatiek plaats vindt op 
het niveau van zowel de CP- als de vP fase. In andere woorden Topo en. Foco 
kunnen zowel projecteren binnen de edge van de CP en van de vP. 
 Deze analyse is ontwikkeld op basis van IS encodering in het Russisch. In 
deze taal wordt IS voornamelijk gereflecteerd door de volgorde van zinsdelen. De 
conclusies gebaseerd op dit werk heb ik vervolgens getoetst aan een aantal 
typologisch niet-verwante talen. 

De onderzoeksresultaten laten zich als volgt samenvatten: alle talen 
gebruiken de vP en CP phase-egdges om IS te encoderen. Cross-linguistuische 
varietie wordt bepaald door de mate waarin verschillende phase-egdges worden 
geactiveerd en door sommige taalspecifieke grammaticale eigenschappen die 
losstaan van IS. 

Het proefschrift begint met de beschrijving van bepaalde feiten over de 
Russische morphosyntaxis en de presentatie van de theoretische achtergrond van dit 
werk. Ik laat zien dat in een SVO zin in het Russisch alleen het werkwoord en het 
subject gedwongen worden om hun basisposities te verlaten en naar het 
inflectionele domein verplaatsen als gevolg van IS-onafhankelijke redenen, 
namelijk als gevolg van triggering door Agree kenmerken. Interne argumenten, met 
als basisvolgorde Indirect Object > Direct Object, ondergaan geen Agree-
gebaseerde verplaatsing.  
 Vervolgens presenter ik de Russische data m.b.t. IS. Ik laat zien dat er 
twee ordeningsprincipes van toepassing zijn in het Russisch. De IS Ordeningsregel 
vereist dat de zinsdelen verschijnen in de volgorde Topic > Discourse-neutraal > 
Focus. Het andere principe, de Scramblingregel stelt dat D-linked elementen naar 
voren moeten worden verplaatst in een positie binnen het preverbale domein. De 
latere regel resulteert in vooropverplaatsing van de focusexponent, die zich normaal 
gesproken achter in de zin bevindt. Vooropverplaatsing van focuselement is bij 
uitstek typerend voor het gesproken register van de taal. De hoofdconclusie hier is 
dat D-linking, het principe achter focus vooropverplaatsing, een verschijnsel is dat 
zich afspeelt op een ander niveau dan IS. 
 Na de bestaande benaderingen voor vrije woordvolgorde in het Russisch, 
die meestal het bestaan van [Topic]/[Focus] kenmerken en de hoofden Topo en Foco 
ontkennen, besproken te hebben, stel ik een nieuwe benadering in termen van het 
cartografisch model voor. 
 Allereerst presenteer ik een kaart van de clausale linkerperiferie als in (1): 
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(1) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [topP topo [ FocP Foco  
 [topP topo [FinP Fino ]]]]]]]] 
 
 (1) is een gemodificeerde versie van Rizzi’s (1997) voorstelling van de 
linkerperiferie. In de bovenstaande structuur wordt een onderscheid aangelegd 
tussen verschillende types topics, namelijk frames, sterke en zwakke topics. Frames 
zijn uitdrukkingen die scene-setting zijn. Een sterk topic (gehuisvest in TopP) is 
een aboutness topic, d.w.z. het duidt aan waar de zin over gaat. Zwakke topics (in 
topP) zijn simpelweg gegeven (d.w.z  D-linked) niet-focale constituenten. 
 Verder ontwikkel ik een syntaxis voor canonieke zinsfinale focus in het 
Russisch. Ik beargumenteer dat de encodering van focus in het Russisch plaatsvindt 
binnen de vP-periferie. De voornaamste premisse van deze benadering is dat een 
phase een construct constitueert dat bestaat uit een lexicale kern, een domein en een 
edge. Zowel CP als vP worden verondersteld over een dergelijke structuur te 
beschikken. Wat betreft de edges van deze twee phases wordt aangetoond dat 
functionele hoofden erbinnen kunnen worden gerepliceerd en tegelijkertijd kunnen 
projecteren. Bovendien kunnen de vP en CP edge hoofden met elkaar 
communiceren. Dit heb ik laten zien voor FocP in het Russisch. Hoewel zowel CP 
als vP worden verondersteld over een edge te beschikken, stel ik dat de interne 
structuur hiervan verschillend is. De CP edge in het Russisch heeft een architectuur 
als in (1), maar de vP-perfierie is verarmd en ziet eruit als (2). Dit is niet verrassend 
aangezien de twee phases semantisch verschillend zijn. Waar de CP phase 
propositioneel is, is de vP phase eerder predicationeel of situationeel.  
 
(2) [topP topo [FocP Foco [ vP ]]] 
 
Los van de afwezigheid van een groot deel van het Topic-veld, ontbeert de  
vP edge ook hoofden die verantwoordelijk zijn voor clause-typing, namelijk Forceo 
and Intero. Dit verklaart eveneens een bepaalde eigenschap van Russische Wh-
woorden, die hun bijzonder maakt in vergelijking met Wh-woorden in andere talen. 
 Cross-linguistisch neigen Wh-elementen ertoe dezelfde distributie 
vertonen als focus constituenten. In het bijzonder kunnen Wh termen voorkomen in 
dezelfde positie als niet-Wh gefocuste elementen. In het Russisch kan dit niet: hier 
mogen Wh-termen niet voorkomen in de canonieke focus positie, d.w.z. aan het 
einde van de zin. In plaats daarvan moet een Wh-woord verplaatst worden naar het 
preverbale domein, ofwel in het middenveld, ofwel in de linkerperiferie. Dat 
Russische Wh-woorden niet in de lagere FocP kunnen blijven, reflecteert, zo stel 
ik, het feit een Wh-woord in deze positie niet kan congrueren met het Intero hoofd 
dat aanwezig is in de CP edge, maar afwezig is in de vP edge. Uitgaand van het 
concept van phase-extension (Den Dikken 2007, Pesetsky 2007) stel ik voor dat als 
het Wh-woord in de lagere FocP blijft, het onzichtbaar wordt voor Intero omdat V-
verplaatsing de eerste phase verlengt en daardoor maakt de voormalige edge deel 
uit van het domein. Ik laat zien dat deze analyse eveneens het gebrek aan lange 
Wh-verplaatsing in het Russisch kan verklaren. De syntaxis van Russische Wh-
verplaatsing die ik voorstel in dit werk is mede gebaseerd op werk van Cheng en 
Rooryck (2000), Cable (2007), en Aboh en Pfau (te verschijnen).   
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 Tenslotte breid ik de analyse voor IS encodering in het Russisch uit naar 
andere talen. Data uit een aantal andere talen (Bantu, Gur, en het Tsjadisch) die het 
bestaan van een vP-periferie ondersteunen worden gepresenteerd. De beschreven 
empirische feiten laten de volgende gegeneraliseerde structuur van de vP edge zien: 
 
(3) ([topP topo )[FocP Foco ([topP topo) [ vP ]]]] 
 
Het enige verplichte deel in (3) is FocP; topP can worden geactiveerd in sommige 
talen, maar afwezig zijn in andere. De hoofdconclusie is dat de vP edge in alle talen 
beschikbaar is. Bovendien neem ik aan dat de clausale linkerperiferie universeel 
complex is en overeenkomt met de structuur in (4): 
 
(4) [ForceP Forceo [FrameP Frameo [InterP Intero [TopP Topo [ FocP Foco ([topP topo ) 
 [FinP Fino ]]]]]]] 
 
De enige parametrische keuze die een taal dan kan maken in termen van de CP 
edge, is of er wel of geen topP’s zijn. De rest van de functionele hoofden zijn 
universeel beschikbaar. Cross-linguistische  variatie m.b.t. de oppervlakte-
uitdrukking van deze posities kan het gevolg zijn van IS-onafhankelijke 
parametrische settings. 
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