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1 Introduction

The present work represents an analysis of constructidesed to in the liter-

ature as Left Branch Extractions. Ross (1967) was the first te ti@at many

languages ban movement of left branch constituents frotmmihe noun phrase.
This is exemplified below for English and Dutch (Dutch exaesre from Corver
1990).

(1) English
a. *Whichdid you likefilm?
b. *Whosedid you craskcar?

(2)  Dutch

a. *Welkezagjij hondvan Jafd
which sawyou dog of John
‘Which dog of John’s did you see?’
b. *Jans heb ik boekgezien!
John'shavel bookseen
‘John’s book | have seen’

In order to account for the frozen character of these camstis, Ross (1967)
formulated a contraint known as Left Branch Condition (LBC).

(3)  Left Branch Conditioh
No NP which is the leftmost constituent of a larger NP can loedered
out of this NP by a transformational rule. (Ross 1967/86, )12

However, already Ross himself recognized that the LBC is yregllated in a
number of languages, especially those exhibiting reltifree word order. Par-
ticularly famous in this respect are Slavic languages sac®esbo-Croatian, Pol-
ish, Czech and Russian, which allow all their prenominal elgs®® be separated
from the rest of the noun phrase.

10bviously, not all prenominal elements in (1) and (2) are NPstandard assumptions. How-
ever, in Ross’s original analysis, all these constituergeevireated as derived from NPs. In other
words, demonstratives, adjectives, and possessives|atenainated by an NP layer up to some
point in the derivation.

2Serbian is the official name of the language spoken at prése®erbia and Montenegro.
Serbo-Croatian was the official name of the language befaplit into Serbian, Croatian and
Bosnian during the 1990s, and this is how most of the previbeimture refers to it. Although
I will use the name Serbian, the analysis to be presenteiesasver to Croatian and Boshian
as well, as all three languages behave in the same way wipeceso the phenomenon under
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(4)  Serbian
a. Koliko  su otpustiliradnika?

how.manyauxfired  workers
‘How many workers did they fire?’

b. Koju su zatvorili fabriku?
whichauxclosed factory
‘Which factory did they close?’

(5) Czech

a. Jak silrehovidel Jan muze
how strongsaw Johnman
‘How strong a man did John see?’

b. Jakoucte Petr knihu?
which readsPeterbook
‘Which book does Peter read?’

The phenomenon of LBE has received much attention in thatitez. Probably
the most detailed study couched in the Government and Birfdamgework was

presented by Corver (1990). Corver assumes that parameatatioa results from

the interaction of the ECP and the categorial status of nowasps. The core
idea of his proposal is that Slavic languages which do noy ¢ibe LBC lack the

DP functional layer. On the other hand, in languages withr agerminers, D

projects a minimality barrier and blocks the extraction @pminal material.

However, | will argue that a direct extraction approach cdribe maintained
despite its initial appeal. A number of important propexié split constructions
are not accounted for under a Corver-style approach. Secdnalill show that
the central asumption of Corver’s analysis is not supporyeghtpirical evidence.
The conclusion will be that the availability of LBE cannot leeluced to the pres-
ence vs absence of a DP layer.

By focusing primarily on empirical data from Serbian, | witgaie that cases
of apparent LBE are actually derived by extracting the nau$ed material from
the dominating DP/PP. Subsequently, the remnant DP/PRigefil to the left
periphery of the clause. In this respect the term Left Brandind€tions is in fact
misleading, since on my assumptions the left branch elechasd not leave the
DP. To avoid confusion, | will thus refer to this phenomengnusing the term
split constructionsor XP-splits | will show that the remnant movement analysis

discussion.



Introduction

straightforwardly captures a number of properties oth&vproblematic on direct
extraction approaches.

On the theoretical side, | will argue that not all movemenrgragions can be
characterized in terms of Attraction. A guiding idea of thenlvhalist Program is
that movement is not optional. It is a last resort operati@yéered by the need
to check features of lexical items in order to ensure corergrg at the interface
levels. Chomsky (1995) argues that what triggers movemeani®rphological
requirement of the target, rather than of the category whmolves. The probe
attracts the closest element bearing the relevant feature F

(6) K attractsx only if there is no3, 3 closer to K thany, such that K attracts

3.

Despite its conceptual elegance, the theory of Attracessme non-trivial
guestions. Attractors bearing relevant features mustdaiited in all cases. That
this is not an easy task is evident from the fact that in sonsesaurely formal
features need to be postulated, the role of which is onlyigmér movement.
Particularly problematic for the view of displacement asst fesort strategy are
what seem to be optional operations such as scrambling. gperent optionality
is a characteristic of split constructions as well, piegipg of the entire DP being
a grammatical option.

(7) a. Koliko radnikasu otpustili?
how.manyworkersauxfired
‘How many workers did they fire?’
b. Koju fabrikusu zatvorili?
which factory aux. closed
‘Which factory did they close?’

| will argue that the movement step responsible for deriviigsplits is not trig-
gered by Attraction, but is brought about by the propertigb® source position.
The split arises when two elements within the same phrasedoadlicting fea-
tures. The assumption that this movement is of differentineatvill be further
supported by the behaviour of split XPs with respect to mleonstraints.

The thesis is organized in the following way. In Chapter 2, Il give my
assumptions concerning the structure of Serbian noun grasill also explore
arguments against the DP status of Slavic noun phrases,caetlde that there
is no conclusive evidence that would require abandoningd>fRenypothesis for
Slavic. Chapter 3, provides the basic descriptive facts @amieg the extraction
possibilities in Serbian. In Chapter 4, | review some of thevjwus approaches to
the phenomenon under discussion. Chapter 5 forms the cohésahesis where
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| present my analysis of split constructions. | will first aegthat split XPs are
formed by two instances of movement: extraction of the raou$ed material,
followed by fronting of the remnant XP. | then turn to motieat underlying this
type of displacement, and show that it is driven by focus icterations. | also
discuss the nature of the first movement step in some defgulirey that it is best
understood as being driven by the properties of the soursiiqm Finally, in

chapter 6 | will briefly investigate the possible sources miss-linguistic vari-
ation, and provide some compelling evidence against a Gatyér approach.
Chapter 7 summarizes the conclusions drawn from the pregeht s



2 The Structure of English and Serbian NPs

2.1 The Structure of English Noun Phrases

There is a lot of controversy in the literature concerning $itructure of noun
phrases, particularly in determining the number and tydamdtional projections
dominating the NP. Traditionally noun phrases were andlgsemaximal projec-
tions of a lexical head f\as represented in (1).

8) NP

/\
Det N

/\
N Compl

Investigation of the symmetry between clausal and nomioaiains has led re-
searchers to the conclusion that NPs are, like VPs, dondratdéunctional pro-
jections. Thus, Abney (1987) proposes that noun phraseaaxemal projections
of D, the position where articles are inserted, and assunegeliowing structure:

(9) DP

(Poss) D
PR
D NP

On this approach, the function of the determiner is to sgebi reference of
the noun phrase by picking out a particular member of the saxtension. This
parallels the function of Infl in the verbal domain, wheresietocates a particular
event in time. The DP-analysis of noun phrases was furthed ts account for
certain cooccurrence restrictions. For instance, thetfattdeterminers cannot
cooccur with pronominal possessives in English follows lo& assumption that
they are all heads and occupy the same syntactic positiomelgeD? D was also
argued to host the possessive morpheme ’s, which takes Hsegsor DP as its
specifier. This directly captures the ill-formedness offtilowing examples:

(10) a. *this Peter’s article
b. *the his article
c. *thatthe article

One of the strongest arguments in favour of the DP-hypatheas the behaviour
of gerundive nominals in English, such as the one below (fAdmey, 1987):
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(11) John’s building a spaceship

English gerundive nominals show properties of both nomamal verbal phrases.
They have the distribution of noun phrases, but intern&iytshow verbal char-
acteristics, for example, taking nominal complementseegal auxiliaries, and
allowing adverbial modification. The mixed behaviour ofyetive nominals was
captured by assuming the structure in (12), where the fonaticategory D takes
a VP as its complement.

(12) DP
John D
D VP
\Y DP
\ —
building a spaceship

|
'S

Since Abney’s influential proposal, much work was devote@sgtablishing
the validity of the DP-hypothesis. Bringing cross-lingiasdata into considera-
tion, particularly strong support was provided by the pnegeof overt raising of
N to D in some languages. Longobardi (1994), investigativgdistribution of
determiners and proper names in Italian, notes that adgsctian either precede
or follow the proper name when the determiner is presentywhetn it is lacking
the adjectives must follow the noun. On the other hand, iriElmgdjectives must
always precede the proper name. The contrast is illustiakely.

(13) a. (i) Evenutoll vecchioCameresi.
iscome theold Cameresi
‘The old Cameresi has come.
(i) *E venuto vecchio Cameresi.
(i) E venuto Cameresi vecchio.
b. (i) Old Peter has come.
(i) *Peter old has come.

Longobardi (1994) accounts for the observed contrast hynaisg) that in Italian
proper names may move to D by Spellout. If they fail to do sogeapletive
article is inserted in D, and the proper name moves to D in Li.tl2 other
hand, in English N raising takes place only in LF, in accomdanith the Principle
Procrastinate.
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Italian shows another interesting contrast. Longobardaitscout that while
omission of the article is not possible in (14), where themphrase is an argu-
ment, it is possible in (15), where the nominal expressiactions as an invoca-
tion (15-a) or a predicate (15-b).

(14) *(ll) grandeamicodi Mariami ha telefonato.
thegreat friend of Mary mehastelephoned
‘The great friend of Mary has telephoned me.’

(15) a. Caramico,vieni a trovarmi.
dear friend, cometo visit.me
b. Giannie amicodi Maria.
Gianniis friend of Mary’s

According to Longobardi, the difference resides in the thet nominal ex-
pressions in (15) are not arguments; in order for nomindisriction as arguments
they must have a lexically filled D. On such a view, NPs aretéetas bare pred-
icates, and the function of D is to convert the NP into a reiatial expression,
which can then be used as an argument.

The proposal for introducing a DP functional layer has neia strong em-
pirical support by a series of studies. Thus without goingadeeper into the issue,
I will assume that the DP layer is present in English. Moreolveill argue that
the DP-hypothesis is also valid for Slavic NPs, which hasematter of much
controversy in the literature on Slavic. | return to thisussn the next section. |
first discuss my assumptions regarding the placement ottadis within DPs.

Attributive adjectives Much debate has centered on the status and position of
attributive adjectives. On Abney’s view, adjectives aradwin the extended pro-
jection of the noun phrase. The functional head D may selBc#\a complement,
yielding the following structure for the example in (16).

(16) a. acoldbeer

b. DP

/\

D AP

‘ P

a A NP
‘ _

cold beer
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However, this analysis proved to be unsatisfactory in maspects. One obvious
problem is that adjectives within NPs can be phrasal, inrotfeeds they can be
modified and they can take complements. The structure inl€a6gs no place to
accomodate these elements. Consider the following Swegahm@e, where the
adjectivevalkant ‘well-known’ is premodified by a PP (from Delsing, 1993).

(17)  ettsedan gar valkant  faktum
a since yesterdaywell.knownfact
‘a fact well-known since yesterday’

Furthermore, Svenonius (1994) notes that, if adjectiveshaads, we would in-
correctly predict that a degree element scopes over alldfeztives that follow
it. The Norwegian example below illustrates that the degtementaltfor ‘much
too’ takes scope only over the adjectiveit ‘hot’, there is no implication that the
coffee is too strong as well (from Julien, 2002).

(18) alt-for heitsterk kafee
all-too hot strongcoffee
‘much too hot strong coffee’

Cinque (1994) further observes that the distribution of e@djes in noun
phrases closely resembles the distribution of adverbsenR. The speaker-
oriented adjectives likprobabile‘probable’,sicuro‘sure’, are followed by subject
oriented APs. These are in turn followed by manner or theasiis® Consider
the example in (19-a), and the corresponding ordering oédmvwithin VP in
(19-b).

(29) a. Laprobabilegoffa reazioneammediataallatua lettera.
theprobable clumsyreactionimmediateto your letter

b. Probabilmentavranno goffamenteeagitosubito allatua
probably have-3Pklumsily reactedmmediatelyto your
lettera
letter

Cinque (1994) entertains two solutions to the question ofreviAd®s are gener-
ated; either they are adjoined to a maximal projection, ey thre generated in
distinct specifier positions of functional projectionsweén D and NP. He con-
cludes that the latter alternative is to be preferred on botiteptual and empirical
reasons. First, the observed ordering of APs follows froemhilerachical ordering

3Thematic (agentive) adjectives suchltaian in The Italian invasion of Albaniare taken to
express the external theta-role of N.

10



The Structure of English and Serbian NPs

of functional projections in whose Specs APs are generatbdreas the adjunc-
tion is typically conceived as being free. Secondly, thera limit on the number
of attributive APs within DP, while adjunction positionsamlimited? Finally, if
APs are generated in specifier positions, the fact that tigice to the left of the
head need not be stipulated but follows from the locatiorpetsiers.

Julien (2002) argues that Scandinavian provides eviderfesour of Cinque’s
proposal. Consider the example (20), which is marginalyiptess Norwegian,
but fully grammatical in some dialects of Northern Swedish.

(20) ?eit stor-t  eit styg-t eit hus
indef-N.Sgbig-N.Sgindef-N.Sgugly-N.Sgindef-N.Sghouse
‘a big ugly house’

The articles do not show adjectival agreement, which islespeiut by the suf-
fixes on the adjectives. Julien takes this to mean that estate not contained in
APs, but are actually heads of the functional projection@liich adjectives are
generated.

| thus conclude that the analysis of adjectives accordinghich they are gen-
erated as specifiers of distinct functional projectiong&grred over the analyses
which treat them either as heads or as phrases adjoined tMdtBover, if my
analysis of Serbian extraction facts is on the right traidiends further support to
Cinque’s proposal.

In conclusion, considering all the arguments presentedsrsection | will as-
sume that the structure of English noun phrases is as sho{@i)jnDeterminers
and pronominal possessives are heads in the D projectiojecihes are gener-
ated in designated specifier positions dominating NP, whiahel P following
Julien (2002).

(21) a. avery interesting lecture on noun phrases

4According to Giusti (1993) up to seven adjectives can be ¢oetb

11
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/DP\

D aP
|
a

AP/\

&/
. {\A/ /\NP
A’\ /\
N PP

interesting !
lecture "on noun phrases

In the next section | turn to the properties of noun phras&enbian, outlining
the structure | will be assuming in the paper.

2.2 The Structure of Serbian Noun Phrases
2.2.1 Prenominal elements

Material that can precede the noun in Serbian includes thening elements:
quantifiers (22-a), demonstratives (22-b), possessi&s)and attributive adjec-
tives (22-d). All prenominal elements agree with the headhna case, number,
and gender.

(22) a. sve knjige
all-N.F.Plbooks-N.F.PI
‘all books’

b. ova knjiga
this-N.F.Sgbook-N.F.Sg
‘this book’

c. Jovanova knjiga
Jovan’s-N.F.Sdpook-N.F.Sg
‘Jovan’s book’

d. stara knjiga
old-N.F.Sgbook-N.F.Sg
‘old book’

The neutral word order is illustrated in (23).

(23) a. quantifier - demonstrative - possessive - adjective

12
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b. sve ove Jovanove stare knjige
all-N.F.Plthese-N.F.Plovan’'s-N.F.Pbld-N.F.PIbooks-N.F.PI
‘all of these old books of Jovan's’

While universal quantifiersvi ‘all’, and svako‘each/every’ typically occupy the
first position in the prenominal complex and with respectdceament features
behave like other prenominal elements, other quantifinatiexpresions such as
nekoliko'several’,mnogo‘many/much’, and numeralget ‘five’ and higher have
less strict distribution and impose the genitive plurahioon the noun and the
material preceding it.

(24) a. mnogo starih knjiga
many-G.Plold-G.Plbooks-G.PI
‘many old books’

b. ovih nekoliko slika
these-G.Pseveral-G.Plpictures-G.PI
‘these several pictures’

In the appropriate context, the order of prenominal elesieah be somewhat
flexible, however the following restrictions are observiddmely, demonstratives
cannot switch order with either possessives (25-a) or fdgsc(25-b).

(25) a. *Petrovioni gosti
Peter'sthoseguests
‘Peter’s those guests’
b. *dosadnioni gosti
boring thoseguests
‘boring those guests’

The indefinite determinejsdan/nekione/some’ pattern with demonstratives.

(26) *njegovjedan/nekiclanak
his one/somearticle
‘his a/some article’

On the other hand, possessives and adjectives can be ohveran the focus
is on the adjective.

SPermutation can have a semantic effect though. The exama)aéfers to the house John
formarly owned, while (i-b) refers to an object that Jovamrmavns and that was formarly a house

13
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(27) dosadnPetrovigosti
boring Peter’sfriends
‘Peter’s boring friends’

Quantifiers can also appear in several positions with diffeeffects on interpre-
tation. They can either precede or follow the demonstratizéhey precede the
demonstrative, the reading we get is partitive. The conisabustrated below.

(28) a. Prodage nekolikoovih knjiga.
sold auxseveral thesebooks
‘He sold several of these books’

b. Prodage ovih nekolikoknjiga
Sold auxtheseseveral books
‘He sold these several books.’

Adjectives immediatelly precede the noun they modify. Rentnore they are
ordered with respect to each other. We have already seenherat are cross-
linguistic regularities in the relative ordering of adjges, although there are con-
siderable differences in labels used for particular clas$@djectives. The partial
ordering suggested by Sproat and Shih (1991), and adopt&inoyie (1994) is
given in (29):

(29) evaluating (quality) - size - colour

a. English
beautiful big red ball

b. German
shoner gbsser roter Ball

Moreover, Sproat and Shih observe that in languages wheAdal follow the
noun, the relative order is the mirror image of that in (2%),lustrated by In-
donesian below.

(from BoSkovic 2002).

0] a. bivsa Jovanovéuca
formerJovan's house
b. Jovanova bi&a kica

14
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(30) bolamerahbesartjantik
ball red big beautiful

The same ordering restrictions are observable in Serbiame¥, adjectives de-
noting size must precede the ones denoting colour, wherhsckasses follow
the evaluating adjectives. All of these are followed by ref¢ial adjectives, such
assrpskain (31) {immediatelly preceding the noun are denominal adjectisgsh
assvadbenawedding-adj’’

(31) ogromnaela srpska svadbenaorta
huge  white Serbianwedding cake

Permuting the adjectives yields a deviant output.

(32) a. *svadbena bela torta
wedding-adwhite cake

b. *srpska ogromnatorta
serbiarhuge  cake

It can thus be concluded that the ordering patterns of premralements in
Serbian noun phrases are more restricted than is often adsumthe next section
| turn to the status of DP in Slavic.

2.2.2 Thestatusof DPin Slavic

The headedness of noun phrases in Slavic has been a matteicbfdabate in
the literature. In this chapter, | have already outlined sahthe arguments that
led researchers to the conclusion that noun phrases aredégda functional
projection hosting determiners in languages such as EngHswever, in litera-
ture on Slavic it has been often argued that the existenceDd#? arojection on
top of an NP is a matter of parametric variation, and in palgicthat Slavic lan-
guages (excluding Bulgarian and Macedonian) lack the DR l@yerver, 1990;
Zlati¢, 1997; Stjepanogi 1998; B&kovic, 2002). In this section, | review some
of the arguments supporting such a proposal, and concladiéhin evidence from
Slavic languages is not sufficient to force us into abandpiiie universality of
the DP-hypothesis.

The first argument concerns the observation that Serbias miatehave overt

SReferential adjectives are typically the ones expressatgnality. They seem to be related
to the argument of the verb and exhibit subject-like behavicCinque (1994) labels them as
‘thematic’ adjectives. | use the term referential from @iaand Longobardi (1991).

7Zlatie (1997) labels these adjectivesaassifying | use the termdenominal from Baskovic
(2002).

15
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articles, which are typically seen as instantiations 6fSDHowever, it is worth

noting that the overtness of articles is in itself not a sidfit argument for the
claim that Serbian noun phrases lack the DP projection. Nigtftas the existence
of many nonovert categories been proposed and argued foeihtérature, but
even limiting ourselves to English, the language for whieDP-hypothesis was
originally proposed, we have to assume the existence ofthull cases such as
(33) below, as plurals and mass nouns do not require therpress an overt

article.

(33) a. ldon'tlike scary movies.
b. She drinks coffee with milk.

The second argument concerns the observation that all mieabelements
in Serbian, including demonstratives and indefinite deiteens corresponding to
Englishsomeandong as well as possessives, are indistinguishable from adjec-
tives and should be analysed as such. The first piece of esgdefiers to the
agreement phenomena. Namely, determiners and possgsaitas with adjec-
tives with respect to agreement, that is they agree in nurgbader and case with
the head nouf.A partial case paradigm is given below:

(34) a. nekg dosadog Covela
some-G/Acc-M-Sdoring-G/Acc-M-Sgman
b. nelom dosadiom coveku
some-Dat/Loc-M-Sdporing-Dat/Loc-M-Sgman
c. nekm dosadim covelom

some-Instr-M-Sdoring-Instr-M-Sgman

Following Corver (1990, 1992), B&ovic (2002) further supports this claim by
arguing that, just like adjectives, the elements in quast&n occur in a predica-
tive position of a copula construction (35-a), are able tocoorr (35-b), and have
relatively free order (35-c).

(35) a. Ov&njigaje moja.
this book is *my/mine
b. ta mojaslika
thatmy picture

8Although | am using Serbian as the representative languhgearguments presented here
extend to other Slavic languages as well, apart from Budgaand Macedonian which are the
only Slavic languages with overt articles.

9Agreement markers on adjectives do not always coincide tiiibe on nouns. This is further
discussed later in this chapter.

16
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c. (i) Petrovidosadnigosti
Peter'sboring guests

(i) dosadniPetrovigosti
boring Petersguests

Although, the presented evidence indicates that Serbisrrdmers and posses-
sives show certain adjectival properties, it does not reznéyg lead to the con-
clusion that Serbian NPs lack a DP projection. Moreover,loger investigation
the behaviour of prenominal elements seems to indicatettlesitshould not be
treated uniformly and that they, in fact occupy differensitions in the extended
projection of NPs.

First of all, we have already seen that the order of prenoh@laments is
not as free as it seems at first. Namely, determiners cannathsarder with
either possessives or adjectives. | will take this to mea tthe determiners in
Serbian occupy the specifier position of DP (or Dem(ons&3 as in the analysis
of Scandinavian DPs in Julien (2002).As far as possessives are concerned, |
will assume that they appear in Spec of Poss(essiveR. other orders, | am
assuming, are derived by movement.

Furthermore, the fact that possessives and determinecs@ooan be cap-
tured by assuming that determiners, possessives andiaefeotcupy designated
specifier positions of different functional projectionsielconclusion is also sup-
ported by the fact that in many unrelated languages detemngnd possessives
do cooccur, such as in Norwegian, Hungarian, Italian, Mod&reek etc.

(36) a. a te kalap-od
theyou hat (Hungarian)
b. la miapenna
themy pen (Italian)

The strongest argument for assuming the lack of DP in astéds Slavic lan-
guages probably comes from extraction phenomena. Serlasavsaextraction of
prenominal elements out of NPs in violation of Ross’s (19661t Branch Condi-
tion. Thus, (37-a) is grammatical in Serbian, whereas tmesponding English
translation is ill-formed, and the whole DP has to be moveddaotence initial
position in English, as illustrated in (37-b).

(37) a. Cijeg je ongostaistukao?
whoseaux. he guestbeaten
*Whose has he beaten up guest?’

OwWhether determiner-like elements in Serbian are base-gtuein SpecDP, or end up there
as a result of movement, possibly through AgrP, is irrelef@nmy purposes.
1| return to the issue of possessives in the next section.

17
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b. Whose guest has he beaten up?

The contrast between English and Serbian with respect tbBeviolations has
mostly been attributed to the presence vs absence of deensniCorver 1990,
1992, B&kovic 2002). | return to the discussion of left-branch extratgiin
greater detail in the following chapters, where | argue thatpossibility of ex-
traction does not correlate with the presence of articlad, moreover that the
constructions in question do not in fact involve the eximciof a prenominal
element at all, thus obviating the need to eliminate the Ddfeption in Slavic
NPs.

Considering that the DP layer has become established as @ofuadgrojec-
tion dominating at least some NPs in all languages, let ussinyate the advan-
tages of assuming that it is projected in Slavic NPs as well.

First of all, adopting the DP-hypothesis for Slavic allovesa retain the paral-
lelism between the verbal and nominal domain, in that both &fd NPs are seen
as dominated by functional layers. Such an approach is@y@upported by
cross-linguistic evidence. This in turn implies that thegance of DP is not sub-
ject to parametric variation, rather the projection of DIeasisidered a universal
property, independent of the presence of a lexical item pgag the head of the
projection. That is a welcome outcome. As we have seenwaollpLongobardi's
(1994) influential work, it is standardly assumed that onBslzan appear in argu-
ment positions, that is as subjects, objects and complenoéatprepositions. On
the other hand, bare NPs are limited to non-argument pasit&uch as predica-
tives, vocatives and exclamatives. The difference in thelraviour is argued to
reside in the presence of D which carries a referential inéfe¥ the main func-
tion of D is to provide a referential index, then this progest D should not be
subject to parametric variation. Borer (2003) argues thatif were the case, and
we allow for some languages to compute the reference in a let@hpdifferent
way, this would attribute a radically different computaiid systems to different
grammars, and weaken the existence of UG as a foundatiofl tmmaputational
systems.

A particularly strong evidence for adopting the DP-hypsthé Serbian comes
from the noun/pronoun asymmetries. Namely, Progovac (L&B8erves that in
Serbian certain intensifying adjectives precede nounsiiust follow pronouns
as illustrated below.

12See Baker (2003), and Pereltsvaig (2004) for argumentsNRat lacking a DP layer can
function as arguments. This however does not imply that a fegtion is absent. In particu-
lar, Pereltsvaig argues that the presence of DP is neceissRuyssian to account for a range of
empirical data.
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(38) a. () | samuMarijuto nervira.
andaloneMary thatirritates
‘That irritates even Mary.

(i) *I'  Mariju samuto nervira.

andMary alonethatirritates
b. () | nju/menesamuto nervira.
andher/me alonethatirritates

‘That irritates even her/me.’
(i) *I  samunju/meneto nervira.
andaloneher/me thatirritates

Similar contrasts are noted by Longobardi (1994) for Italihere interestingly,
the pronoun can precede the adjective only if the articlessimg, which suggests
that D position is the landing site.

(39) a. *Lasolalei si e presentata.
theonly sherefl hasshowed
‘Only she showed up.’
b. Leisola sie presentata.
c. *Sola lei si e presentata.

Progovac (1998) takes this to indicate that pronouns ini&ennove to D in
overt syntax, whereas nouns stay in their base-generas#ibps. Moreover, she
argues that Serbian pronouns cannot be generated in D that saurface there as
a result of movement. The conclusion is based on the obsemvdiat pronouns
show overt morphology not present on nouns. It was alreadwsstihat adjec-
tives agree with nouns in gender, number and case. Somefirass agreement
markers on adjectives and nouns are not identical, and ic#sa adjectives show
heavier agreement. Interestingly, pronouns surfaceig#nis heavier adjectival
agreement. Consider as an illustration, the dative form®oha and pronoun's.

(40) a. (i) lep-om(u) coveku
handsome-Dat.M.Sgnan-Dat.Sg

3The agreement markers on noun and adjectives in pluralaypicoincide, except in the
genitive form:

0] a. lep-ih ljudi
pretty-Gen.Ppeople-Gen.PI
b.  njih/ih
they-Gen
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(i)  njemu/mu
he-Dat
b. (i) lep-0j zeni
pretty-Dat.F.Sgvoman-Dat.Sg
(i) njoj/joj
she-Dat
c. (i) lep-im(a) ljudima
pretty.Dat.Ppeople-Dat.PlI
(i) njima/im
they-Dat
Progovac argues that morphological properties of pronandsadjectives support
the existence of another functional projection below D,clhhshe labels AgrP.
Pronouns overtly move through this projection to D, whereams procrastinate
their movement until LF, and thus do not surface with the sagreement pattern.
Considering that a DP layer is taken to be universal in thegmtdsamework,
and since there are no convincing arguments against iteeaxs, | will assume
that the DP-hypothesis is valid even for languages lackwvegtaarticles, such
as Serbian. However, contrary to English where | conclutiatideterminers are
heads, | will assume that in Serbian determiner-like elémeccur in the specifier
position of DP.

2.2.3 Prenominal Possessives

Following Abney’s work, subsequent studies have postdlateeven more artic-
ulated structure within noun phrases, including additidonactional layers be-
tween D and N. As was already discussed, extending the anadtstructure is
inevitable once we adopt Cinque’s (1994) analysis of adjeqtlacement. Evi-
dence for existence of a different kind of functional heagus forward by Sz-
abolcsi (1994). On the basis of the Hungarian data, she srtia there is a
Possessor phrase present within DP. As illustrated belosggssors in Hungarian
can surface between the determiner and the noun, triggagreement in person
and number features, which is expressed in the form of a suffithe possessed
NP.

(41) a. a te kalap-ja-i-d
theyou hat-poss-pl-2sg
‘your hats’
b. a Mary kalap-ja-i-0
theMary-Nomhat-poss-pl-3sg
‘Mary’s hats’
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Possessors in Hungarian appear below the determiner sumgpésat they are
located below D in the extended projection. The fact thafpibesessor surfaces
bearing nominative case indicates that it appears in atatalcsubject position,
corresponding to the position of subjects in the finite aaudn this view, D is
regarded as parallel to C in the verbal domain.

I will assume that possessors in Serbian should receive ilasiamalysis, in
particular that they appear in the specifier position of Ppopsojected below the
DP. Prenominal possessives in Serbian are formed from uifischdsingular, an-
imate nouns. As was already discussed, in the literatureeshi& they were
treated as adjectives, along with other prenominal elesneHowever, treating
possessives on a par with adjectives leaves some aspetisiobéhaviour un-
explained. On the one hand, possessives pattern with agigaetith respect to
agreement, i.e. they agree with the head noun in case, ganderumber. How-
ever, with respect to binding possibilities possessivesvshominal properties.
Let me illustrate the latter point first, before turning tgeadival properties of
possessives.

Serbian uses the following pronouns to express reflexivitg: reflexive pro-
nounsebe the clitic reflexive pronouise and the possessive reflexiseoj Ser-
bian reflexives are subject-oriented, in that they favoausél subjects as their
antecedents.

(42) Petarje dao Mariji; svoju.; knjigu.
Peter auxgaveMary self’s  book
‘Peter gave Mary his book.’

Nevertheless, Zlati(1997) observes that possessives are able to bind anaphors
as illustrated in the following example:

(43) Petarje sluSao Marijino; opisivanje svoje,;,; majke.
Peter auxlistenedMary’'s  descriptionself’'s  mother
‘Peter listened to Mary’s description of her mother.’

The nouropisivanjein (43) belongs to the class of complex nominals in the sense
of Grimshaw (1990). It has been argued in the literature tombplex nomi-
nals embed verbal functional projections, with possessaating as subjects (see
Alexiadou, 2001; Schoorlemmer, 1998). This means thatraedevel of deriva-
tion possessives within Serbian nominals function as stdjevhich enables them

to bind the reflexive. Note that with non-complex nominalks téflexive has to be
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bound by the clausal subject.

(44) Peterje  proCitao Marijinu; knjigu o sebj.;.
Peteraux.read Mary’'s book aboutself
‘Peter read Mary’s book about him.’

If possessives are treated uniformly as adjectives, tleiabiour with respect to
binding is left unexplained. Notice that even referentdjeatives cannot act as
syntactic subjects, as shown in (45-b) where a refererdjaictive is not able to

bind a reflexive in the object position.

(45) a. John's destruction of himself

b. ??the American destruction of themselves

In light of these facts, | will assume that possessives anergged as subjects
within complex nominals, and subsequently move, possibgugh an agree-
ment projection, to Spec of PossP. The possessor phrasejésted on top of
adjectives, but below the projection in which demonstesgtiappear,namely DP,
thus reflecting the neutral word ordér.SpecPossP is therefore seen as a struc-
tural licensing position, equivalent to SpeclP in claugé®e possessive marking,
which in Serbian surfaces agv/-in suffix on the possessive noun, can be seen as
a morphological reflex of this formal licensing. Schoorleen{il998) argues that
possessors show properties of structurally licensed elesnhey can have differ-
ent thematic roles, but only one possessor can appear wifbi For instance, in
complex nominals possessives can be interpreted as eitlagieat, or a theme. In
example (46), where the possessive is the only argumengafdtn, it is actually
ambiguous between the two interpretations:

(46)  Jovanovsasl®avanjeje trajalosatima.
Jovan’s interrogationaux.lasted hours
‘The interrogation of/by Jovan lasted for hours.’

However, if both the agent and the theme argument are prebentheme role
must be expressed as a postnominal genitive NP. The agerthana cannot
both appear as possessors (47-b).

“Notice also that the behaviour of possessives providesegei for assuming that word-
formation processes are done in syntax, rather than in aatepaorphological component.

22



The Structure of English and Serbian NPs

47) a. Jovanovsasl®avanjeosumnijtenihje trajalosatima.
Jovan’'s interrogationsuspects  auxlasted hours
‘Jovan’s interrogation of the suspects lasted for hours.’

b. *Moje Jovanovcsasl$avanjeje trajalosatima
my Jovan’s interrogationauxlastedhours
intended: ‘My interrogation of Jovan lasted for hours.’

The ungrammaticality of (47-b) cannot be due to the semasstriction that
‘possession’ can only be expressed once, since neitheesé trguments actually
expresses semantic possession. The ill-formedness di)(47also unexpected if
possessives are treated as adjectives, the latter typheilg iterable.

We have seen that in contrast to English, possessives iirc®lesur in a pred-
icate position of a copular construction, which was usechaargument in favour
of treating Slavic possessives as adjectival. The relexgample is repeated be-
low.

(48)  Ovaknjigaje moja.
this book is *my/mine

On the disjoint analysis of possessives and adjectivesrasshere, the grammat-
icality of (48) cannot be due to the fact that possessivesadjectives. Notice
that English possessives can occur predicatively, but am fiontexts a longer
form minemust be used. This can be taken to indicate that English psisss
show weak/strong opposition as suggested by Cardinal&88)1 In fact, she
argues that Italian prenominal possessives, which hadéitmally been treated
as adjectives, are licensed in the prenominal ‘subjectitipos corresponding to
Spec,AgrS in the clausal domain. Alternatively, Schoorfeen(1998) argues that
the difference between English-type languages, and Setpee languages re-
sides in the ability of Poss to carry a definiteness featune. dbserves that only
languages that do not allow articles with possessors arelimte possessor DPs
have a special form in ellipsis. According to Schoorlemrhest three properties
can be explained under the assumption that there is a Posigletmn equivalent
to IP in clauses, and the head of this phrase has a varialileddaef], which
forces it to move to D. If an article is inserted in D, movemehPoss-to-D can-
not occur and the derivation crashes due to the uncheckeuwigsfdef] feature.
The obligatory raising to D thus accounts for the lack ofcdes in possessive
constructions in languages such are English, German, DatchFrench, as well
as the fact that examples with prenominal possessors aessady definite. In
the absence of [def], Poss movement does not take place. Asseguence,
possessors freely occur with articles and other deternrtikeeelements, and con-
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structions with prenominal possessors can in fact be initefias in the following
examples from Bulgarian and Italian.

(49) a. Edinnegovprijatel
a/onehis  friend

b. Un suoamico
a/onehis friend

Schoorlemmer assumes that the morphological shape of #segsor is sensitive
to whether the possessor is sister to Poss or just the traBess. In elliptical
constructions, Poss {@o, which raises to Poss, and having the feature [def], is
able to check the feature of Poss, precluding it from movihtha way to D. In
types of languages where the form of possessor is alwaysthe,ghe sister of
the possessor is always Poss, since due to to the lack of Rlesk never moves
all the way to D.

| thus conclude that in order to account for the differentavédur of English
and Serbian possessors, we are not committed to treatingaS@ossessive forms
as adjectives. In fact, some aspects of their behaviourireamexplained if we
adopt such a proposal. | will thus maintain that possesduwsld be treated as
appearing in PossP, at least at some point in the derivatibihe the differences
in their behaviour should be sought elsewhere.

2.2.4 The placement of adjectives

The discussion so far has led me to the conclusion that priexbelements can-
not be treated uniformly, in other words they should not altieated as adjectives
occupying multiple specifier positions of NP.

| have already argued that attributive adjectives in Ehgéiee generated in
specifier positions of functional projections dominating, bfhus essentially adopt-
ing the proposal of Cinque (1994). Considering all the argusmensupport of
this conclusion, | will assume the same analysis for attrieuadjectives in Ser-
bian. Thus, | take them to be generated in what | have labefedominating the
NP.

(50) a. veliki agresivni galeb
big-M.Sgaggressive-M.Sgeagull-M.Sg
‘big aggressive seagull’

15Adjectives are placed within the NP in the analysis oBBavic (2002), Corver (1990, 1992),
Zlatic (1997).
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b. aP

veliki o

N

o aP

P

agresivni o

galeb

The proposed structure enables us to formally state theingdestrictions on
attributive adjectives, assuming that there is universd¢ieng of functional pro-
jections in whose specifiers adjectives are generated. dMergon the approach
to extraction phenomena argued for in the following chaptére fact that adjec-
tives are not adjoined to NP, but rather surface in distinnotfional projections,
will become crucial. The observation that adjectives, glaith other prenom-
inal elements, show agreement with the head noun does ndy thet they all
need to be generated within the NP projection. The agreecaenbe established
by either moving the elements in question through an agreeprejection, or
more plausibly the agreement does not require overt moveateil, and it can
be established between the noun and prenominal elememisiirbase positions,
which | take to be functional positions on top of NP (cf. Chogn&k00, 2001).
Similar assumptions are made by Julien (2002), who arguesatifreement in
Scandinavian DP is established without movement.

Bringing all the observations together, | am assuming tHewahg structure
of noun phrases in Serbian.

(51) a. ovajnjegovbrbljivi sused

this his  talkativeneighbour
‘this talkative neighbour of his’
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DP
T

ovaj D

D PossP
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njegov Poss

Poss aP
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«Q NP
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To conclude, | will basically be assuming that the structofr@oun phrases is
the same in English and Serbian, and in particular that SerhiPs, just like
English contain a DP functional layer. The goal of the folilogvchapters will
be to justify this assumption by dispensing with the mairuargnt against DP
status of Serbian NPs, namely the difference in extractmssipilities between
the two languages. | will show that both in English and in &arlprenominal
constituents are not extracted from within the DP, while athblanguages it is
possible to remove DP-complements under certain conditiBefore giving the
analysis of Sebian split phrases that does not rely on treepoe vs absence of
D, | turn first to the overview of extraction possibilities.

26



3 Extraction Phenomena

In this section, | present the relevant empirical data miggrextraction possibili-
ties from DPs in Serbian, which will be the main focus of thiedis. | first explore
different extraction patterns of prenominal elements,taed briefly comment on
the availability of extracting postnominal constituents.

3.1 Prenominal e ements

It was noted by Ross (1967) that movement of prenominal el&rieam within
the noun phrase is ungrammatical in many languages. In ¢odaccount for
inaccessibility of these constituents, Ross (1967) fortedldhe so called Left
Branch Condition (LBC), which blocks extraction of determin@sssessors, and
adjectival phrases in languages such English and Dutcistridted below (Dutch
examples are from Corver 1990).

(52) English
a. *Whichdid you likefilm?
b. *Whosedid you craslcar?
c. *Lazyhe hatepeople
d. *How muchdid he drinkbeer?

(53) Dutch

a. *Welk zagjijj hond van Jafi

which sawyou dog of John
‘Which dog of John’s did you see?’

b. *Jans heb ik boekgezien!
John’shavel bookseen
‘John’s book | have seen.’

c. *Hoe interessantbeeftJan een lezingyegeven?
how interesting has Johna lecture given

If a left branch constituent is the target of movement, the@noun phrase must
be carried along in order to get a grammatical output. Inrotleeds, LBC forces

obligatory pied-piping of the dominating noun phrase, ia thanner illustrated
below.

(54) a. Which film did you like?
b. Whose car did you crash?
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c. How much beer did he drink?

However, already Ross (1967) observed that nonextradtabflleft branch con-
stituents is not a universal property. Certain languagesyfreiolate the Left
Branch Condition. It is a well-known fact that prenominal eésts are accessi-
ble to extraction in Slavic languages, such as Russian,[R@&zech and Serbian.
Thus, the sentences corresponding to the English and Disfolhmed examples
are completely grammatical in Slavi¢ Consider the following Czech and Polish
examples, taken from Corver (1990).

(55) Czech

a. Jak silnéhovidel Jan muze
how strong saw Johnman
‘How strong a man did John see?’

b. Jakoucte Petr knihu?
which readsPeterbook
‘Which book does Peter read?’

(56)  Polish
a. Ktore Jan namalowalbobrazy?

which Johnpainted  paintings
‘Which paintings did John paint?’

b. Czyje onpozyczyl kalosz€
whosehe borrowedgaloshes
‘Whose galoshes did he borrow?’

Serbian patterns with Polish and Czech in this respect. Aagigninal element
can be moved out of the noun phrase. The possibility of etitrg@ quantifier
(57-a), demonstrative (57-b), possessive (57-c), ancctdge(57-d) is exempli-
fied below.

(57) a. Koliko  su otpustiliradnika?
how.manyauxfired  workers
‘How many workers did they fire?’

16Boskovic (2002) points out that Bulgarian and Macedonian, the ofdyi§ languages with
overt articles, disallow LBE. He takes this to strongly sopgCorver’s assumptions. | return to
this issue in chapter 6, where | show that Corver’s claim oabe maintained.
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Koju su zatvorili fabriku?
whichauxclosed factory
‘Which factory did they close?’

Ciju su objavili knjigu?
whoseaux. publishedbook
‘Whose book did they publish?’

Kakav su kupili star?
what.kindauxboughtflat
‘What kind of flat did they buy?’

Alternatively, the fronted left branch constituent candpppe the whole noun
phrase, as in English and Dutch.

(58) a.

b.

Koliko  radnikasu otpustili?
how.manyworkersauxfired
Koju fabrikusu zatvorili?
which factory aux. closed

Ciju knjigusu objavili?
whosebook auxpublished
Kakav  stansu kupili?
what.kindflat auxbought

The examples so far involved the extraction of interrogaptrases from within
the object position. The following sentences illustraia thP-splits do not arise
only in wh-movement contexts.

(59) a.

Andricevusu preveli  knjigu.
Andri¢’'s auxtranslatedbook
‘They translated Andd’s book.’

Staresu srusili kuce
old auxtore.downhouses
‘They tore down old houses.’

Left branch extractions are not necessarily confined to@esiclause. The target
of the movement can be a left branch constituent in the endzbdthuse. In
the following examples, the interrogative phrakeg ‘which’, and koliko ‘how
much’, are fronted across a clausal boundary.
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(60) a. Koji si Cuo da je autoslupao?
which auxheardthatauxcar crashed
‘Which car did you hear he crashed?’

b. Koliko misliSda je pivapopio?
how.muchthink thatauxbeerdrunk
‘How much beer do you think he drank?

Subject DPs also belong to the set of nodes which are tragrsipfar subextrac-
tion. This is illustrated in (61-a), where the pronomindiigaclitic nam and the
auxiliary clitic je intervene between the demonstrative and the noun. Thedecon
example shows that the noun phrase need not be separated.

(61) a. Ovajnam je predsednilobecao vete plate.
this us-claux-clpresident promisechighersalaries
‘This president promised us higher salaries.’

b. Ovajpredsednilnam je obecao veCe plate.
this president us-claux-clpromisedhighersalaries

Zlatic (1997) argues that sentences with clitics interveninghotibe used as a
reliable evidence that left-branch elements are actualtyoved from the subject
noun phrase. However, this is only the case if we adopt arysisaif clitic place-
ment which employs PF reordering of elements, such as Hap@995) account.
On such a view, noun phrases are split up in the PF componhbatcliic is sen-
tence initial in the output of syntax. Prosodic Inversiol) {Ren places the clitic
after the first accented word. The ability of clitics to bregkphrasal constituents
was thus considered the strongest argument for PF reogddtiowever, insofar
as the analysis to be proposed here is on the right track llipravide further
support to syntactic accounts of clitic placement by shgwinat split-XPs are the
result of syntactic movement.

"Notice that while the grammatical (i-a) cannot be derivedPhy(i-b) is wrongly predicted to
be well-formed:

(i) a. Ciji je  Markoautoslupao?
whoseaux-clMarko car crashed
‘Whose car did Marko crash?’
b. *Prema je ku€i Jovantrcao.
towardsaux-clhouseJovanran

For additional arguments against Halpern (1995) see Pemg@®96) and B&kovic (2001).
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It is also possible to split the subject of the embedded ela®onsider the
following examples:

(62) a. Koji misliSda ¢e kandidat pobeditinaizborima.
whichthink thatwill candidatevin at elections
‘Which candidate do you think will win the elections.’

b. Koliko misliSda je stiglo pisam&
how.manythink thatauxarrivedletters
‘How many letters do you think have arrived?’

c. Cije mislisda su knjigeobjavijene?
whosethink thatauxbookspublished
‘Whose books do you think were published?’

Starke (2001) observes that while both preverbal and pdst/position are avail-
able for subjects, extracting out of the preverbal positraakes the sentence un-
acceptable in Czech/Slovak. Extracting out of a postvenbiajest is equivalent
to extracting out of an object. The contrast is illustratetbty.

(63) a. Kolik myslisze prislo dopisw®?
how.manythink thatarrivedletters
b. *Kolik  myslisze dopisuprislo?
how.maythink thatletters arrived

The same is not true of Serbian, that is preverbal subjeeta@ropaque for ex-
traction. In fact, all cases of extraction in Serbian adyuatprove if the remnant
of the subextraction precedes the v&tb.

(64) a. Koliko mislisda je pisamastiglo?

how.manythink thatauxletters arrived

b. Koju su oni fabrikuzatvorili?
which auxtheyfactory closed
‘Which factory did they close?’

c. Ciju je onknjigupreveo?
whoseauxhe book translated
‘Whose book did he translate?’

18According to my Russian informants, Russian patterns wéttban in this respect.
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The following examples show that extraction of left branddneents from
within NP complements is disallowed.

(65) a. () Onje pozajmioknjiguovogstudenta.
he auxborrowedbook this student
‘He borrowed a book of this student.’

(i) *Kojegje onpozajmio[knjigu studentd?
which auxhe borrowedbook student
‘Of which did he borrow a book student.’

b. (i) Onje izgubioadresu njihovesestre.
he auxlost addresgheir sister
‘He lost the address of their sister.’

(i) * éije je onizgubio[adresusestrg?
whoseauxhe lost addressister
‘Of whose did he lose address sister?”’

In example (65-a-ii), the wh-wor#ojeg ‘which’ corresponding to the demon-
strative in the declarative sentence, cannot be moved aiegbostnominal NP
complement. The same is true of the possessive interregati(65-b-ii). NP
complements thus form opaque domains for extraction.

All the examples presented so far involved the extractiom left branch con-
stituent from within nominal phrases. | now turn to the caiodis under which
prepositional phrases can be split.

PP Splits It is a well-known fact that Slavic languages strictly pitahiprepo-

sition stranding. The complement of the preposition carm&fronted leaving
the preposition behind as in (66-b), nor can the prepositgelf be moved to
the sentence initial position, stranding the complemenih 66-c). Thus, even
though Slavic languages are known for great freedom in orgef constituents,
no permutation of elements that separates the preposibomits complement is
permitted (the example is taken from Abels (2003)).

(66) a. Jovarne trCaoprema velikoj kuci.
Jovanauxran towardsbig  house
‘Jovan ran towards a big house.’

b. *Velikojkuci je JovantrCaoprema
big  houseauxJovanran towards
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c. *Prema je JovantrCaovelikojkuci.
towardsauxJovanran big  house

Nevertheless, PPs can be discontinuous under certaintiworsdi In the follow-
ing examples, a left branch constituent is fronted togettidr the preposition.
Alternatively, the whole prepositional phrase can be ggskd, as illustrated in
(67-c).

(67) a. Prema velikojje Jovankuci trCao.
towardsbig  auxJovanhouseran
b. Sa kojim je Nataaprofesoronrazgovarala?
with which auxNatasaprofessor talked
‘Which professor did Naga talk to?’
c. Sa kojim profesoromje Nataarazgovarala?
with which professor auxNataSatalked

On the other hand, the movement cannot affect the preposit the noun,
leaving the prenominal modifiers behind.

(68) *Prema k@i je Jovan t€aovelikoj.
towards house aux Jovan ran big

Finally, consider the following examples where the prefiasal phrase con-
tains a left branch modifier. In that case, the modifier of treppsition must be
carried along with the fronted part of the PP.

(69) a. One usao pravo u velikusobu.
he auxenteredstraightinto big  room
‘He went straight into the big room.
b. Pravo u velikuje onuSao sobu
straightinto big  auxhe enteredoom
c. *U velikuje onusSao pravo sobu
intobig auxhe enteredstraightroom

The discussion so far addressed only the conditions undiehvahenominal con-

stituents can be extracted from either nominal or prepwsali phrases. Before
turning to the analysis of the presented facts, | will brietkplore the mobility of

postnominal elements.

33



Extraction Phenomena

3.2 Postnominal elements

Facts concerning the extraction of postnominal elemerdmg® be much less
clear and constant, with the amount of degradation varyongiclerably across
speakers. In this section, | will attempt to identify someeal tendencies.
Starke (2001) argues that in languages with case morphalegpossibility

of extraction correlates with the nature of case assignadB. Specifically, only
noun phrases with structural case are transparent forotixtna while inherent
case creates a strong island. Consider the Czech paradigm ftake Starke
(2001).

(70) a. Ktereho doktora to bylachyba?
whichg,,, doctok,.,, it was faulty,,,
b. ?Ktereho herce by sis rad koupil obrazek?
whichg,,, actog., wouldyou gladlybuy picturey,..
c. *Ktereho herce bys sis rad vynadalpriteli?
whichg.,, actok,.,, wouldyou gladly scold friendp,;
d. *Ktereho herce se bojispritele?
whichg,,, actog.,, youfear friendg.,

The observation seems to hold for Serbian as well, that iSdeBsng inherent
case are entirely opaque for extraction. The following epias illustrate that
removing an NP-complement from dative (71-a), instrumiditab), and genitive
(71-c) DPs leads to a strong degradation.

(71) a. *[Kojih partijal;., je onverovaovodamay,;?
which parties auxhetrust leaders
‘Leaders of which parties did he trust?’

b. *[Kojih studenata}.,, se ponosioradovima,,s;,

which students auxproud.ofpapers
‘Papers by which students was he proud of?’

c. *[Kojih ljudi]g., Se plaSio optubig.,?
which people auxbe.afraidaccusations
‘Accusations by which people was he afraid of?’

However, judgements concerning the grammaticality ofeetion from DPs with
structural case seem to vary considerably. Zl§1994) argues that neither NP
nor wh-extraction is possible from NP complements of nownSerbian, giving
the following examples:
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(72) a. *[Ovogstudenta}.,, sampronalaknjigu..?
this  student aux found book
‘Of this student, | found a book?’

b. *Kogag., si pronalaknjigu..?
who auxfound book
‘Of whom did you find a book.’

On closer investigation it seems that such a conclusionastmng. B&kovic
(2002) finds the extraction of genitive complements only eamt degraded.
Judgements of my informants and myself seem to range fromyaslight degra-
dation to almost complete marginality for genitive NP egtian. While the ex-
amples in (72) are judged as unacceptable, this is not tleeveits the examples
below.

(73) a. (?)? [Kojihstudenatg]., podrzavas protest,..?
which students support protest
‘Which students do you support a protest of?’

b. (?)? Eije majkel.., je onvideoprijatelja..?
whosemother auxhe seen friend
‘Whose mother did he see a friend of?”’

c. Cega., os&asnedostatak,.?
what feel lack
‘What do you feel a lack of?’

The unacceptability of examples in (72) is probably due tondependant factor.
Namely, the extracted NP in (72-a) is masculine, and thetigerdase of mascu-
line nouns is actually syncratic with the form for accusativf hus, it seems to
create a garden path effect, the speakers interpretingré madurally as an object
NP in accusative case, rather than a genitive NP complenidrg.same is true
of koga‘'who'’ in (72-b) which again displays syncretism with the asative form
of the interrogative pronoun. When the extracted noun pkrhaee a form that
is unambiguously genitive, as is the case with the moved malnpihrases in (73)
the level of degradation is reduced. | thus conclude thagétiiaction of genitive
NPs is possible in Serbian, although somewhat marginal. ekaet factors that
seem to influence the acceptability of different examplesséitl unclear to me.

Extraction of prepositional complements is permitted. @aersthe following
examples:
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(74) a. O Kkome su oni objavili Cclanak?
aboutwhomauxtheypublishedarticle
‘Who did they publish an article about?
b. Nakoju zemlju oni planirajunapad?
on which countrytheyplan attack
‘Which country are they planning an attack on?’

However, if the DP contains a prenominal element, the etitnaof a PP com-
plement becomes degraded. The same applies to extractidid ocbmplements.

(75) a. () *O kome su oni objavili ovajclanak?

aboutwhomauxtheypublishedhis article
‘Who did they publish this article about?’

b. (i) Cega.,si prodaokolekciju?
what auxsold collection
‘What did you sell a collection of?’

(i) *Cega., Si prodacJovanovikolekciju?

what auxsold Jovan's collection

[ will return to these cases in chapter 5. What is importantte here however
is that the extraction of postnominal elements and prenahelements seems
not to be subject to the same conditions. Notice that the vahaf prenominal
constituents is not dependant on the case assigned to tidhBBExamples below
illustrate that inherently marked DPs can be split up, algiowe have seen that
they are typically islands for extraction.

(76) a. (i) Kakvihg, se onljudig., plasi?
what.kind refl he people be.afraid
‘What kind of people is he afraid of?’

(i) *[Kojih ljudi]g., se plaSio optwzbig,.,?
which people auxbe.afraidaccusations
‘Accusations by which people was he afraid of?’

b. (i) Kojimp, onpoliticarimap,; veruje?
which  he politicians trust
‘Which politicians does he trust?’

(i) *[Kojih partijal;., je onverovaovodamay,;?

which parties auxhetrust leaders
‘Leaders of which parties did he trust?’
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Moreover, placing the DP in front of the verb does not imprthe status of ill-
formed examples, although in cases of apparent left braxtchctions the prever-
bal position is clearly preferred.

(77) a. *[Kojih ljudi] ., sSe optuzbig,, plasio?
which people auxaccusationge.afraid
b. *[Kojih partijal;., je  onvodama,,; verovao?
which parties auxheleaders trust

The differences in extraction of prenominal and postnoh@teanents have mostly
been disregarded in the previous accounts of NP-subexinaot Slavic, the dis-

cussion mainly focusing on the possible causes of paramedriation between
Slavic and English-type languages with respect to LBE. Thetfat in apparent
LBE contexts both parts of the split phrase occupy derivedtipas, as well as

the insensitivity to certain types of islands remain a mjsten direct extraction

approaches. | will address these issues in chapter 5. Howssf@re turning to

my own account of XP-splits, in the next section | examine safthe previous

approaches to the phenomenon under discussion.
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In this chapter | review two of the previous analyses of lefinzh extractions,
before turning to my own proposal. | start of with Corver's9091992) ECP ac-
count as an example of a direct extraction approach, whiatialty relies on the

existence of the functional category of determiners inedéht languages. Next,
| will outline the account of Franks and Progovac (1998) wreenploys remnant
movement to derive split constructions. My own proposal i essentially an
extension and modification of an idea presented there, ththg two analyses
will differ in some important aspects.

41 TheECP account of LBE

Corver’s (1990, 1992) account of the asymmetric left bramttaetion behaviour
in different languages is based crucially on the idea thaguages may exhibit
variation in the set of fuctional categories they employe&iically, the contrast
between English and Dutch on the one hand, and Czech and Balisie other,

with respect to LBE is assumed to reside in the presence offhgrbjection. Let

me first illustrate how the analysis in question accountgHernonextractability
of prenominal constituents in English-type languages.

Following Abney (1987), Corver postulates the existence DPafunctional
layer dominating noun phrases in languages with overtlastiddHowever, unlike
Abney who takes NP to be a complement of A, Corver adjoins APRoTYus,
the structure he is adopting for English is the following:

(78)  [ve V [pp Spec D [np AP [np N PP]]]]]

Assuming that LBE is an instance of phrasal movement, the $sipaoity of mov-

ing a determiner in English stems from the structure préisgreondition- deter-
miners such awhichandthebeing X-zero categories cannot be moved to SpecCP,
which allows only maximal projections. On the other handnfmg a prenominal
possessor likevthoseor John’sis prohibited as it would involve the extraction of a
non-constituent, assuming that the following configuragiare valid for English:

(79) a. [ppJdohn|’s[npcar]]]

b.  [op Who [orse [ye car]]]

Finally, the extraction of prenominal attributive APs isaiowed as it yields an
ECP violation. The proposed analysis builds on Chomsky's @L&#P account
of the that-trace effect. The two constructions clearly resemble eshbkr, as
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illustrated in (80). Athat-trace effect configuration involves the extraction of a
left branch subject NP from within an embedded CP. If the COMBiton is
lexically filled, the removal of the subject will yield an uragnmatical sentence.
In a similar fashion, the extraction of a left branch NP citastt is blocked by
the presence of D.

(80) a. *[bp AP; [oD [neti [ne [nN 1]
b. *[cpWho; [cthat [ip t; [i/1 ]]]]

The impossibility of extracting attributive adjective plses is then accounted for
in terms of the ECP. The ECP requires traces to be properly geslemwhich
implies either lexical government or antecedent goverrrtfersince adjectival
phrases are adjuncts and thus never lexically governegytper government of
adjectival traces will crucially depend on the availalilif a local antecedent.
The government relation can be blocked by two types of batrié) Barriers
created by the absence of L-marking (L-barriers), or (ii)rigms created by the
presence of a closer governor (M(inimality)-barriers). blelriers are defined as
follows:

(81) A is a M-barrier for B if A includes B, D (an ¥-commander of B),
and G (a maximal projection not necessarily distinct from where D
i(mmediate)-commands B if the first constituent containihgontains
A.

Given these assumptions, AP cannot antecedent goveradtsitr (80-a) because

a minimality barrier Dintervenes. This category contains a trace, a maximal pro-
jection containing the trace, that is NP, and a head i-condiingrthe trace, B
Thus moving an adjective phrase out of an NP will always teswdn ECP viola-
tion. Notice however, that there is an important differebeeveen an adjectival
LBE and athat-trace effect configuration. The examples below illustthtg ad-
jectival LBE is prohibited even when the article is not ovédn the other hand,
the omission ofhatrenders the sentence grammatical.

(82) a. *Talkative he hatesdpt; D [np t; [np guests]]]
b. *Talkative he hatesdp t; the [\p t; [np guests]]]
c. Wha do you think pt; C [jp t; saw Bill]]?
d. *Who; do you think Ep t; that [ t; saw Bill]]?

Therefore, in order to capture the fact that both (82-a) &2dh() are ill-formed,
Corver needs to assume that both overt and null D project amality barrier.

19The relation of government is defined as follows:
A governs B iff A m-commands B and there is no G, G a barrier fosigh that G excludes A
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The same conclusion however cannot be applied tha&trace configuration,
where only the presence of an overt complementizer for season blocks the
antecedent governmetit.

Turning now to the question of why left branch extractions allowed in
Slavic, Corver’s analysis relies on the assumption thatdaggs such as Polish
and Czech do not project a DP at all. In the absence of a DP laymcomes
possible to remove the internal NP constituents withoulatiieg the ECP or the
Subjacency Condition. According to Corver, the claim that mads in Slavic
are bare NPs is supported by the fact that these languagestdwave articles
corresponding ttheanda in English. The potential candidates for the functional
category D, that is demonstratives and possessives, aneatkéd as adjectival
modifiers. In chapter 2, | have already explored the argusnapparently sup-
porting the adjectival status of prenominal elements iwvi§larhese involved the
ability of possessives and demonstratives to take adg@atieclension endings,
their occurrence in syntactic environments where adjestiypically appear, and
the apparent permutability of these constituents. Let esngsv how the lack
of DP projection accounts for the contrast between Endliple-and Slavic-type
languages. Consider again an example of LBE.

(83) Brbljive; on[vp t; [ve [v'mrzi [np [ap t: ] [ne [nvgoste 1111
talkative he hates guests
‘Talkative he hates guests.’

Given the absence of D, the extraction of a left branch ctesit from within
a direct object noun phrase in (83) can be carried out withimlating the ECP.
The direct object is L-marked by the verb, and thus does nustdate a barrier.
The adjectival element can be moved to the SpecCP via inteateegidjunction
to VP without crossing any intervening L-barriers. Minintyalis not violated
either, under the definition given above, since the NP doésaomtain a head i-
commanding the trace. Crucially, in contrast to EnglishyiSldoes not have a
D that would project a minimality barrier and consequenttyck extraction. The
guestion that needs to be addressed is whg Kot a minimality barrier for the
NP-adjoined trace. Corver assumes that the adjunction taXi3 the minimality
barrierhood of X. This now seems to raise problems with reisjpeEnglish cases,
as we would expect the minimality effect of D to be circumeshtia adjunction
to DP. The relevant example is repeated below.

20The problem could possibly be resolved by assuming thatsasahere the complementizer
is null, the CP is not projected at all. Seedkovic (1997) among others for arguments that the
embedded clause in (82-c) is an IP. See also Pesetsky arehdd2001) for arguments against
the relevance of ‘emptiness’ and an alternative explanaifahat-trace effect that does not rely
on the presence vs. absence of pronounced material in C.
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(84) *Talkative he hatesfpt; D [np t; [np QUestS]]]

Therefore, in order to rule out this possibility in Englisborver adopts Chom-
sky’s (1986) ban on adjunction to arguments. The categonc®iot function
as a host for adjunction due to its argument status. Reanglysiw the example
(83), it seems that the ban on adjunction to arguments istadlin Slavic, since
the adjectival phrase is adjoined to NP, an argument typegoay. B&kovic
(2002) argues that the problem can be overcome if the barpigdplerivation-
ally. He assumes that the object NP in (83) becomes an arguménwhen it
is merged with the verb, but the adjunction of the adjeciplabse to the NP has
crucially taken place before this merger operation. On therchand, adjunction
to the direct object DP in English takes place after the DPble@s incorporated
into the clause structure, assuming that the AP does notrgoaeovement until
the final target of the movement enters the structure.

Consider next how the prohibition on subextraction from NRiplements of
nouns is derived. The relevant examples are repeated below.

(85) a. *Kojegje onpozajmio[knjigu [t; studenta]]?
which auxhe borrowedbook student
‘Of which did he borrow a book student.’

b. *(Vlijei je onizgubio[adresu[t; sestre]]?
whoseauxhe lost address sister
‘Of whose did he lose address sister?’

Corver argues that the ungrammaticality of these exampliiseigo the violation
of the ECP. The movement of the left branch adjectival phraseof the NP-
complement crosses a minimality barrier. The highéisn M-barrier for the
trace contained within the lower NP, as it contains the tradead i-commanding
the trace (nominal head of the higher NP), and the maximgegption includ-
ing the trace (i.e. the lower NP). The minimality effect cahhe circumvented
via adjunction, as this would involve adjunction to an argmtn and is prohib-
ited as such. In contrast to the ungrammaticality of sulaetitvn from the NP-
complements, the movement of the whole NP from the domigatoun phrase is
licit.

(86) a. (?)? [Kojihstudenatg]., podrzavas protest,..?
which students support protest
‘Which students do you support a protest of?’
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b. (?)? ﬁ:ije majkel..,, je onvideoprijateljas..?
whosemother auxheseen friend
‘Whose mother did he see a friend of?’

c. Cega., os&asnedostatak,.?
what feel lack
‘What do you feel a lack of?’

Since the dominating NP projects a minimality barrier, theea removal of
the genitive NP is disallowed. Instead, Corver argues thaBGP-violation is
avoided by moving the genitive phrase through the SpecNRigos This how-
ever raises the question of why this escape hatch is notadaibtherwise. A
more plausible alternative is rather that the trace of thechiiplement is lexi-
cally governed by the head noun, and as a result the ECP isctedpe

On Corver’s analysis we are led to expect that noun phraseshvere not
lexically governed should be opaque for extraction. Thaqiexh is however not
borne out. The following examples show that extraction dud subject is al-
lowed although subject NPs are not lexically governed and #ihould constitute
a barrier for extraction.

(87) a. Markovga je sin udario.
Marko’s him auxsonpunched
‘It was Marko’s son that punched him.

b. Koji misliSda €ce kandidat pobediti?
whichthink thatwill candidatewvin
‘Which candidate do you think will win.’

It is not clear to me how the grammaticality of these sentemesm be accounted
for on Corver’'s assumptions. Further problems are poseddyyabes of PP-splits.
Removal of left branch modifiers from within NP-complementgepositions,
as in (88), yields a minimality violation, because PP is darivening M-batrrier.

(88) *Velikoj je JovantrCaoprema Kuci.
big auxJovanran towardshouse

However, it is possible to front the left branch modifier ttigg with the preposi-
tion, as we have seen in the previous chapter.

(89) a. [Premavelikoj]; je Jovan(t; kuci] trcao.
towardsbig auxJovan houseran
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b. [Sa kojim]; je Nataa[t; profesoromfazgovarala?
with which auxNatasa professor talked

Corver employs a rather complicated mechanism to accourthéogrammati-
cality of these sentences. He assumes that the derivati¢89ed) and (89-b)
involves cliticization of the preposition onto a right ackat host in syntax. Thus,
prior to the fronting of the left branch constituent, thepmsition is left-adjoined
to it. Corver further assumes that since the prepositionati e no longer lex-
ically filled, the PP dominating this preposition does natstdgute a minimality
barrier, allowing thus the modifier with the cliticized poeition to move out of
the PP without violating the ECP. This assumption raises tigstipn of why the
same is not true of DPs. As we have seen, the extraction oftadjephrases is
impossible in English even when D is lexically empty. Bulgarand Macedonian
examples seem to be even more problematic if we allow for anciissumption.
In these languages, articles always cliticize to the firsichd head in the string.
This would mean that D is always headed by a trace, and thusdshot consti-
tute a barrier. Nevertheless, the extraction of a left dnamstituent is apparently
disallowed. The contrast is illustrated below.

(90)  Bulgarian
a. Petkgprodadenovata kola.

Petkosold new-thecar
‘Petko sold the new car.’

b. *Novata prodadePetkokola.
new-thesold Petkocar

Therefore, allowing for an XP to lose its barrierhood statgeverned by a trace
would seriously undermine the analysis in which the contb@sween the two
types of Slavic languages with respect to LBE was nicely tated with the pres-
ence vs absence of articles.

Another problem is posed by the trace of the moved prepasiticlitic which
is not governed and thus should violate the ECP. Corver prepibsg in this
case the preposition does not leave a trace, and consegtienthovement to a
non-c-commanding position is unproblematic. The mosbssrproblem for the
proposed analysis is raised by the cases where the prepositmodified, as in
the following example.

(91) Pravo u velikuje onu$ao sobu.
straightintobig  auxhe enteredoom

If the extraction of prenominal modifiers involves the heatjuaction of the
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preposition to the right hand host, we would not expect thdifrew of the P to be

carried along. Clearly, the Corver-style solution cannotwagpthe grammatical-
ity of (91). Moreover it wrongly predicts that the exampl@) % well-formed. We

would expect that after the cliticization, the preposite@n extract together with
the adjectival phrase, stranding the modifier. Notice thatBECP is not violated,
since according to Corver the lexically empty P does not comsta barrier.

(92) *U velikuje onuSao pravosobu
inbig auxheenteredight room

As we have seen, PP-splits cannot be satisfactorily aceduot under Corver’s
approach. The analysis requires a number of additional apllgmatic stipu-
lations. It assumes that lowering operations are allowad,faally it does not
explain all the data observed. In light of these facts, anas/question that
arises is whether these constructions can receive a magyanrglexplanation, and
whether such an account could be extended to DP-splits dslwéhe next sec-
tion, I turn to a proposal that straightforwardly captures problematic cases of
PP-splits.

4.2 PP-remnant fronting

In their account of the placement of Serbo-Croatian clitttanks and Progovac
(1994) pursue a remnant movement analysis of split prapoaitphrases. Under
this approach, the derivation of (93-a) proceeds as itttk in (93-b).

(93) a. U velikuje JovanuSao sobu.
intobig auxJovanwalkedroom
‘Jovan walked into a big room.’

b. CP
PR c
C IP
| /\
u D AP ‘e T
P | IP NP;

A N,  _— "~ |
|

| Jovan 8ao{ sobu
veliku t;
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On this account, first the NBobumoves out of the PP and right-adjoins to the
IP. After that the remnant PP fronts to the SpecCP. Noticettiegtadopt Abney-
style structure of DPs, where an NP is a complement to A. Thedidr argue that
the first movement step can affect only NPs, but not APs. Censige contrast
below.

(94) a. ??Wovusamse zaljubio lepu studentkinju.
in this aux refl fell.in.love pretty student
‘| fell in love with this pretty student.’
b. Uovusamse zaljubio studentkinjufizike.
in this aux refl fell.in.love student physics
‘| fell in love with this student of physics.

In (94-b), the first movement step affects the BtBdentkinju fizike In contrast
to (94-b) the example (94-a) is degraded because here tHepAPstudentkinju
undergoes movement, which is according to Franks and Paogdigallowed. |
will refer to this assumption ake ban on AP scrambling

Franks and Progovac further observe that the following veoder configura-
tion is ungrammatical in Serbo-Croatian.

(95) *Sobuje Jovanusao u veliku.
roomauxJovanwalkedinto big
‘Jovan walked into a big room.’

It is impossible to front the NP while leaving the remnant RRibd. Franks and
Progovac argue that the ill-formedness of this example éstduhe violation of
the Scope Preservation Principle

(96)  Scope Preservation Principle
Surface word order respects relative scope as much as |gossib

The example (95) is ruled out by the Scope Preservation iBldecause the
scrambled NP precedes the adjective which modifies it, plistg thus scopal
relations. Franks and Progovac give also the following gdamin support of
their Scope Preservation Principle.

(97) a. *ZanimljivuJovancita ovuknjigu.
interestingJovanreadthis book

b. *Knjigu Cita Jovanovu zanimljivu.

book readJovanthisinteresting
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c. OvulJovancita zanimljivuknjigu.
this Jovanreadinterestingbook
‘Jovan is reading this interesting book.’

If more than one modifying adjective is present, the secamel @annot be ex-
tracted over the first oné. However, notice that these examples are now prob-
lematic for their ban on AP scrambling. Franks and Progovwacuds only the
derivation of PP-splits. They do not extend the analysisatges of discontinu-
ous DPs. However, it is clear that if we were to do so, the gratiwal (97-c)
would involve scrambling of the ABanimljivu knjiguin violation of the ban on
AP scrambling. In the next chapter, | give additional evickeagainst the ban on
AP scrambling, and conclude that it must be abandoned. klgitl argue that the
remnant movement analysis should be extended to DPs. Ajthbwill crucially
make use of remnant movement in deriving XP-splits, my actuwull differ in
some important aspects from the proposal of Franks and #acgo

210bviously they assume that the demonstrativeis categorially an adjective.
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In this chapter, | will offer an account of split construct®in Serbian. | will ar-

gue that these structures are not derived by extractioneft &ranch constituent
as typically assumed. | will propose that they are best aealyas involving two

instances of movement. First, a part of the relevant phraserdles out of the
VP. Subsequently, the remnant XP fronts to clause initiaitmm. Building on the

proposal by Franks and Progovac (1994), | will argue thatéhenant movement
analysis captures the properties of PP-splits in the mdstaleand elegant way,
and as such should be preferred over other solutions prdpoghe literature.

I will then extend the analysis to DP-splits, as well as déscthe nature of the
two movement steps. As the account will crucially make useenfnant move-
ment, | will start off by briefly reviewing some facts from Gean which strongly
suggest that movement of a constituent containing a tram@lcgtbe allowed as a
theoretical possibility.

5.1 Remnant Movement

Den Besten and Webelhuth (1990) observed that German exlaibiumber of
constructions involving discontinuous constituents. @Qiershe examples of VP-
topicalization (98-a), and NP-extraction (98-b), as itated below.

(98) a. Gelesehat HansdasBuch.
read hasHansthe book
‘Hans has read the book.’

b. Bucherhat Hanskeinegelesen.
books hasHansnone read
‘Hans has read no books.’

Although superficially it seems that an’ Xcategory has been fronted, den
Besten and Webelhuth argue that these sentences in facterwvmvement of a
maximal projection. Assuming that only phrasal projecsican occupy the high-
est specifier position in German clauses, in (98-b) the doleshphrasaBiicher
must be treated as a maximal projection, namely an NP. Thaatxin is carried
out through a SpecDP positiéh.

22| return to the examples of split DPs in German in the next tdraphere | analyse them also
in terms of remnant movement.
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(99) DP
NP, D’
—— /\
Bicher D t;
|

keine

On the other hand, the derivation of (98-a) is actually tisilteof two movement
operations. First the direct object scrambles into the taifidld, which is then
followed by fronting of the remnant VP. The derivation preds in the manner
illustrated below.

(100) Gelesen hat Hans das Buch.

a. [cphat [p Hans |,p das Buch gelesen ] {]
b. [cphat [ip Hans |p das Buch [ve t; gelesen ]] 1]]
c. [cerl[vet;gelesen] hat [p Hans [p das Bucht; | t; ]]

Thus, the remnant movement configuration has the followergegal format:

(101)  [p...Y...t...L Xt

First a constituent X scrambles out from within the YP. Sujosmstly, the entire
YP including the trace of X is fronted across X. The followidefinition of rem-
nant movement is taken from Alexiadou et al. (2002).

(102) A constituent is a remnant iff there are constituentand-~, 5 a trace
and~ the antecedent ¢f, and such that includesg, anda excludes

-

The remnant movement analysis of examples in (98), as wilkeagery existence
of this type of movement is often been questioned. Altemeadiccounts of (98-a)
were proposed which do not assume movement of a constitartgining a trace,
but argue that a complete verbal category has been topdaliZhere are two
kinds of analysis that follow this line of thought. On one @uaut, it is argued
that verbal projections other than VP, such &nd \? can undergo topicalization
in German. This view is problematic with respect to the séaddestriction on
Move «, which allows only heads and phrases, but not intermediaiegiions
to undergo movement. Furthermore, if we assume that (98-@@rived by head
movement, the issue arises with respect to the landingitgpizalization, which
is a non-head position, and thus can only be filled by phrasatduents.
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An alternative view has been advocated by Fanselow (1992addumes that
arguments of the verb are generated in VP-adjoined positids a result, topical-
ization can target either the smallest VP, giving the imgi@sthat only \? has
moved, or it can affect the dominating VP, containing theeobj By allowing
only maximal projections to undergo movement, this apgniaamids the prob-
lems of the previous account. On the other hand, it requisgseaial stipulation
that arguments of the verb are never projected VP internalgontrast to what is
standardly assumed. Finally,iMer (1998) points out that both approaches have
difficulty accounting for (103) in a straightforward way.

(103) a. [EinBuchy.. gegebenhat die Claudiay,,, demPetep,;.
a book given hastheClaudia the Peter

b. [DemPetep,; gegebenhat die Claudiay,,, ein Buchy,..
the Peter given hastheClaudia a book

Here, either the direct object or the indirect object undeggtopicalization
together with the verb. Thus, if we wish to do away with rentmanvement, we
need to relax laws governing projection of arguments in @Germrhis implies
that the direct object can either be directly merged withvierd, or else it can be
based generated above the attachement site of indireattobjeen both (104-a)
and (104-b) must be allowed.

(104) a. VP

T

DP \4
T~
dem Peter pp vV
— |
ein Buch gegeben

b. VP

T

DP vV’
_A
ein Buch DP v

T~ |
dem Peter gegeben
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It can be concluded that if we wish to retain the rigid ordgrof arguments,
then the analysis in terms of remnant movement is unavadabllight of these
facts, Miller argues that the remnant movement approach is to berpedf and
highlights some of its welcome consequences. One of itsradgas lies in the
possibility of capturing the source of cross-linguisticiation. It is a well-known
fact that English allows VP-topicalization, but does ndtibkX movement of what
Muller callsincomplete categoriesCompare the well-formed (105-a), with the
ungrammatical (105-b), and (105-c).

(105) a. Kicked the dog he never has.
b. *Kicked he the dog never has.
c. *Kicked he never has the dog.

Den Besten and Webelhuth (1990) argue that the source of dgeguariation
lies in the fact that English, unlike German, does not haeetite of scrambling.
Under the remnant movement approach, VP-topicalizatiordgssarily preceded
by scrambling of the object DP out of the VP. It is thereforedicted that if a
certain language does not have scrambling, it will also mbtlst topicalization
of the German type. The prediction seems to be borne out, aisD#or instance
lacks both scrambling and incomplete category frontingenghs Dutch allows
both. On the other hand, it is far from obvious why (105-b) &h@b-c) should
be ungrammatical on alternative approaches, or what thesai the contrast
between English and German is.

Considering the evidence presented in this section, | cdecthat some-
thing like remnant movement is needed if we wish to retainvileé-established
restrictions on movement and projections. However, alghoil seems to me
that the remnant movement analysis is justified for consoms such as VP-
topicalization in German, or as | will argue, split XPs in Ban, | do not commit
myself to adopting the remnant movement approach more gneFollowing
Kayne’s (1994) antisymmetry framework, various types obapnt rightward
movement and right-adjunction have been analyzed in tefrenonant move-
ment. Moreover, if complements are necessarily mergeddaigiint, then head-
final structures are derived by movement. In particular, @éo(i.e. the ordering
of VP-internal material to the left of V) is derived by scraimg all the VP inter-
nal material to distinct specifier positions. Kayne (199%8juanes that movement
of VP-internal constituents to the left also occurs in Eslgin some cases. How-
ever, in English this is followed by VP-remnant fronting ptsat material, thus
re-establishing the original order (cf. also Taraldsen®P0Such systems make
extensive use of movement. Kayne also argues that derivngdjdh word order
in this way allows us to dispense with covert movement. Koapm@nd Szabolcsi
(2000) take it even further by eliminating head movementftbe grammar al-
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together and deriving all orders by overt remnant XP movemfiether this is
the right way to analyse different word order patterns actasguages is beyond
the scope of this paper. However, | would like to point out thathing hinges
on this issue. My goal will be to apply the remnant movememregach to par-
ticular types of XP-splits in Serbian, and explore its cajusnces. | will argue
that it provides us with the most elegant way to capture §pe tof incomplete
category fronting. Clearly, the underlying assumption &t tiemnant movement
exists. However, whether other word order variations imeahstances of remnant
movement will not be one of my concerns.

5.2 TheAnalysis

The facts presented in the previous section strongly stglgalsremnant move-
ment is needed to account for incomplete category frontin@erman. An obvi-
ous question arises whether remnant movement is resperisibtliscontinuous
constituency in other languages as well. In what follows,ill argue that this
is precisely the case, and that incomplete category frgrilvserved in Serbian
should receive an analysis in the manner similar to the Gerrages discussed,
that is as involving remnant movement. | start off with sphépositional phrases,
the most natural analysis of which seems to be in terms of aatmovement,
and then extend the analysis to DP-splits.

521 Deriving XP-splits

Consider again the examples from chapter 3, that illustheg@ossibility of split-
ting prepositional phrases in Serbian.

(106) a. (i) Jovarge trcaoprema velikoj kuci.

Jovanauxran towardsbig  house
‘Jovan ran towards a big house.’

(i) Premavelikoje Jovankuci trCao.
towards big auxJovanhouseran

b. (i) Nataaje razgovaralaaovim profesorom.

Natasaauxtalked to this professor
‘NataSa talked to this professor.’

(i) Sakojim je NataSaprofesoronrazgovarala?
to whichauxNatasaprofessor talked
‘Which professor did Nat&a talk to?’

At first glance, it seems that in (106-a-ii) and (106-b-ii)anrconstituent has been
moved. No approach to the internal structure of PPs propssddr treats the
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preposition and the following nominal modifier as a constitt) while excluding
the noun. Adopting a well-motivated standard assumptian d¢hly constituents
can undergo movement, we are forced to conclude that it isnatiteent that
is preposed, although superficially this appears not to bec#ise. With this in
mind, a straightforward way of analysing (106-a-ii) and@4#ii) is in terms of
remnant PP-fronting. Let me illustrate how the derivatioegeeds. Based on my
assumptions so far, the example (106-a-i) has the followingcture.

(207) IP
Jovan I’
/\
| VP
| T
Je ti V/
V PP
|
trcao p DP
|
prema p aP
/\
AP «

Q RN
velikoj o« NP

_

Kuci
The sentence (106-a-ii) is derived in the way illustrate(llid8)?® The derivation
involves two instances of movement. First the NP containgdinvthe preposi-
tional phrase is moved to the middle field. Subsequentlyreh@ant PP, includ-
ing the prenominal adjective is fronted to the specifier efflacus projectio??

23For the sake of simplicity, | generate the verbal auxilidigiccje directly in IP, instead of in
its own verbal projection. Furthermore, for movements | aguking on, | indicate the trace of a
DP, NP, VP, and PP agb, typ, ty p, tpp. Otherwise | use indices.

241 assume that the second step involves focus movement.rhrietihe arguments supporting
this conclusion in the next section.
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(108) FocP
PP Foc
/\ /\
P DP Foc CP
prema p aP €& C P
AP o L Jovan '
— .
velikoj « typ |/\|:p
|
., NP F
T
kuci F VP
/\
t; 4
/\
V. tpp
|
tr€ao

A welcome consequence of this analysis is that it straigidiodly explains
why it appears that a non-constituent undergoes movemdtetnative approaches
are forced into a number of unsatisfactory stipulationsriheo to sidestep this
problem. Recall that Corver (1990) claims that these casedvimcliticization
of the preposition to a right hand host which raises certagstjon regarding the
behaviour of traces. In particular, he assumes that the dyoreposition does not
leave a trace, and therefore no violation of the ECP is indué@dther concep-
tually problematic aspect of this approach is that it maksss af overt lowering
movement, which is standardly disallowed. HoweversBivic (2002) suggests
that there is a way to avoid this problem. Instead of lowetimg preposition
to the adjective, he argues that first the AP moves to a pasttioommanding
the preposition, and then the preposition adjoins to thectide. Clearly, the
two movements proposed are contingent on each other, adjtétiae can never
move without affecting the preposition. However, it is feorh obvious what trig-
gers these movements, as well as why they are forced onlyeiodhtext of left
branch extractions.

A serious empirical problem for all approaches assumingestorm of ad-
junction or cliticization of the preposition to the adjefticoncerns the construc-
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tions where the preposition is modified. As we have seen, ol sases, the
modifier of the preposition is necessarily carried alongmtine PP is split.

(109) a. One uSao pravo u velikusobu.
he auxenteredstraightinto big  room
‘He went straight into the big room.
b. Pravo u velikuje onsobu usao.
straightinto big auxhe enteredoom
c. *U velikuje onuSao pravo sobu
intobig auxheenteredstraightroom

The grammatical example (109-b) is impossible to deriveicgctiextraction
approaches, which assume that after the adjunction, tip@giteon and adjective
form a constituent to the exclusion of the modifier of P. Whahiwe, it is pre-
dicted that (109-c) should be grammatical, since nothirgygmts the adjective,
with the preposition adjoined, from extracting, leavindnimel a P-modifier. On
the other hand, (109-b) and (109-c) are straightforwardgoanted for under the
remnant movement approach. The well-formed example (J@9derived in the
following way:

(110) FocP
PP Fod
/\ /\
pravo P Foc CP
P DP e C IP
u p aP t; on I’
/\ /\
AP o I FP
veliku a typ t; NP F
_ /\
sobu F VP
/\
t; vV’
N
!
uSao
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In contrast to the well-formed (109-b), (109-c) is directiyled out on the
remnant movement analysis since splitting the prepositan its modifier would
require a non-constituent to be moved, which is as suchloligadl. As we can
see, no specific stipulations need to be made in order to ancdiste these cases.
| therefore conclude that the remnant movement analysigosated by the data,
and should be favoured over the alternative approaches.

Consider next the following ill-formed examples repeatearfrchapter 3:

(1112) a. Melikojkuci je Jovantrcaoprema
big  houseauxJovanran towards

b. *Prema je JovantrCaovelikojkuci.
towardsauxJovanran big  house

I will assume that the ungrammaticality in these cases igaltiee ban on preposi-
tion stranding. Although complements of the prepositiaiamprinciple movable
categories, a preposition cannot have a trace and nothsegrelits complement
position. We could schematize this as follows (adopted fAdmals 2003):

(112)  *[X...[P° tx]...]

Having established that the most natural and straightfatway to account for
PP-splits in Serbian is in terms of remnant movement, anoaisvguestion that
arises is whether DP-splits are amenable to the same kindadjsas. Consider
again several cases of split DPs.

(113) a. Koliko su oni radnika otpustili?
how.manyauxtheyworkersfired
‘How many workers did they fire?’

b. Koju su oni fabrikuzatvorili?
which auxtheyfactory closed
‘Which factory did they close?’

c. Ciju su oni knjiguobjavili?
whoseauxtheybook published
‘Whose book did they publish?’

d. Novije onautoslupao.
new auxhecar crashed
‘He crashed the new car.’
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Applying essentially the same analysis as for the premositi phrases, | will

assume that the examples in (113) are derived by first mowihthe noun phrase
to the position preceding the verb, followed by fronting bé tremnant DP to
the left periphery. The derivation of the split-DPs abovegeeds in the manner
illustrated below for the example (113-d).

(114) FocP
DP Foc
/\ /\
D aP Foc CP
AP« je C P
—_ PN
novi o typ t| on/\l’
t J
/\
| FP
| /\
i NP F
o~ /\
auto F VP
/\
t; \A
/\
Vv top
|
slupao

An obvious advantage of this approach is that PP- and Diesspkeive a unified
account. In other words, there is nothing special aboutp#iBsshat would call
for additional assumptions, as in the alternative analysesnified approach is
supported by the fact that split PPs and DPs share a numbeapdnpies. | address
some of these below.

On remnant movement approach, the first movement step satgeposition
to the left of the verb. Notice that in this | depart from the@sptions of Franks
and Progovac (1994), according to whom the scrambled ¢oastimoves to the
right and adjoins to the IP. Strong evidence against theéwigitd movement anal-
ysis is provided by the examples involving adjuncts. Condide following sen-
tences:
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(115) a. ?Crvenije onkupio pre tri danaauto
red auxheboughtbeforethreedayscar
‘He bought a red car three days ago.’ (from3Rovic 2002)

b. *éiju su oni objavili proSlegodineknjigu?
whoseauxtheypublishedast year book
‘Whose book did they publish last year?’

If we were to assume that the derivation of split DPs involughtward move-
ment, we would expect the scrambled NBar andbook always to follow ad-
juncts. This is clearly not the case, as shown by the ungrdimah@115-a) and
(115-b). Furthermore, | have already pointed out that treesaf apparent left
branch extractions actually sound the best when the sceahydirase precedes
the verb. In contrast to (116-b), (116-a) is slightly deghd

(116) a. MNovije onslupao auto
new auxhe crashedar

b. Novije onautoslupao.

new auxhecar crashed

The improved status of (116-b) is obviously predicted utideanalysis proposed
here, since the scrambled XP moves to the left and lands jpasiéon preceding

the verb. Still, we need to account for the fact that (116sa possible configu-
ration as well. | will assume that after the MBto‘car’ has moved to the left, the
remnant VP fronts over the landing site of NP. Consequeriitty NP ends up in

the sentence final position in spite of undergoing leftwaoyement. | conclude

that the marked status of (116-a) is due to an additionaltbegplaces the VP in

front of the noun phras®. The derivation is illustrated below.

2SHowever, | am unable at present to say what motivates thismemnt.
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(117) FocP
DP Foc
T /\
D aP Foc CP
/\ |
AP (0% jel. c P

—_

novi o typ t‘ /\

on; I’
[ FP,
’ /\
t;
VP F,’
/\ /\
t; \A F FP,
/\ /\
V. tpp NP Fy
| P—— PN
slupao auto F» typ

The same contrasts are observed with PP-splits. The sesteriere the scram-
bled NP follows the verb are somewhat degraded. It seemghhuthe option of

fronting the remnant VP is not readily available. The exaamlearly improve if
the NP precedes the verb.

(118) a. (i) ?8akojimje Natasarazgovaralgprofesoron?

to whichauxNatasatalked professor
‘Which professor did Naf&a talk to?’

(i) Sakojime Natasaprofesoronrazgovarala?
to whichauxNatasaprofessor talked

b. (i) ?Prema kojoj je JovantrCaokuci?

towardswhichauxJovanran house
‘Towards which house did Jovan run?’

(i) Prema kojoj je Jovankuci trCao?
towardswhich auxJovanhouseran

58



The Analysis of Split Constructions

Consider next the word order patterns in (119). Here, in adtib a PP, the verb
phrase contains a DP complement. As a result, the only graicahatructure is
the one where the NP-complement of the PP, precedes the verb.

(119) a. () 1z koje je Jovanfioke uzeokljuCeve?
from which auxJovandrawertook keys
‘From which drawer did Jovan take the keys?’
(i) *1z koje je JovanuzeokljuCevefioke?
from which auxJovantook keys  drawer.
(i) *1z  koje je Jovanuzeofioke kljuCeve?
from which auxJovantook drawerkeys
b. (i) NacCiu je Marijaadresu poslalapaket?
to whoseauxMarija addressent  package
‘To whose address did Marija send the package?’
(i) *Naciju je Marijaposlalaadresu paket?
to whoseauxMarijasent addresgpackage
(i) * Naciju je Marijaposlalapaket adres®
to whoseauxMarijasent packageaddress

The examples above show that both parts of the split DP mystaspn derived
positions. | take this to strongly support the remnant masetanalysis. Assum-
ing that the NP contained within the PP always moves out oMRg119-a-i) is

precisely what we expect. Let me sketch how the grammati@hele (119-a-i)

is generated.
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(120) FocP

T

PP Foc

S

P DP Foc CP
\

- PN ,
iz koje D ie; &

D typ | /\
L Jovan
/\
/\
fioke
/\

/\
V DP
| Py

uzeo kljuceve

Turning to DP-splits, we again observe the same behavibat, i$ both parts
of the DP must occupy derived positions, and both positisasatside the VP.
Consider the following examples of double object constandi

(121) a. Kojemsu oni kandidatuponudiliposao?
which auxtheycandidateoffered job
‘Which candidate did they offer a job?’
b. *Kojemsu oni ponudilikandidatuposao?
which auxtheyoffered candidatejob
c. *Kojemsu oni ponudiliposackandidat®
which auxtheyoffered job candidate

As we see, both parts of the split must necessarily vacat&/Fhdt is far from
obvious how the ungrammaticality of the relevant exam@eterived in the direct
extraction approaches, where the left branch constitugrarates from the rest of
the phrase in its base position. Furthermore, | concludethigaspecific proposal
of Franks and Progovac involving rightward movement mustbandoned in
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light of these facts.
| turn next to the cases of subextraction from NP-complesegeated below.

(122) a. () One pozajmioknjiguovogstudenta.
he auxborrowedbook this student
‘He borrowed a book of this student.’

(i) *Kojegje onpozajmio[knjigu studentd?
which auxhe borrowedbook student
‘Of which did he borrow a book student.’

b. (i) Onje izgubioadresu njihovesestre
he auxlost addresgheir sister
‘He lost the address of their sister.’

(i) * éije je onizgubio[adresusestrg?
whoseauxhe lost addressister
‘Of whose did he lose address sister?’

These examples show that extraction is not permitted outeotbomplements of
the noun. | will again argue that the ungrammaticality os#eentences is due to
the fact that both the prenominal element and the noun ise$t occupy derived
positions. In other words, since on the analysis proposee tveo movement
steps are necessary to derive a split construction, botimteeogative wordo-
jeg and the nourstudentan (122-a-ii) must move out of the dominating phrase.
There is no position below the dominating ndkmjigu, which could serve as the
landing site of the scrambled Nftudenta That this analysis is on the right track
is suggested by the following examples from3Rovic (2002):

(123) a. Cie je onvideoprijateljamajke?
whoseauxhe seen friend mother
‘A friend of whose mother has he seen?’
b. *éije je onprijateljamajke video?
whoseauxhefriend motherseen
C. (?)’.f:ijeje onmajke videoprijatelja?
whose auxhe motherseen friend

BosSkovic (2002) observes that extraction of a left branch consittfie®m the
NP-complement improves if the lower NP moves outside of t@idating NP,
as in (123-c). The fact that (123-c) is still somewhat degdadan be attributed
to the fact that extraction of genitive complements of noisnsot completely
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acceptable, as shown in chapter 3. What is interesting hénatishere is a clear
contrast in grammaticality between (123-a) and (123-c)tidéahat moving the
whole higher NP in front of the verb, as in (123-b) does notrionp the status
of (123-a). These facts can be straightforwardly accouftednder the remnant
movement analysis. The only possible grammatical outptiteésone where the
left branch constituent and the remnant NP both undergo memeout of the VP.
The derivation of (123-c) proceeds as follows:

(124) FocP
DP Foc
/\ /\
D PossP Foc CP
Cije Poss e tpp (o4
I
Poss tp C/\”g
| /\
t, on I
| FP
| /\
L NP F
—
majke F/\VP
V DP
\
video D NP
/\
N top
!
prijatelja

PP-splits again behave in a manner parallel to split DPs. therowords, the
examples improve if the scrambled NP appears in front of éub.v

(125) a. 'O  kojim su oni objavili clanakstudentim&
aboutwhich auxtheypublishedarticle students
‘About which students did they publish an article?’
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b. O kojim su oni studentimabjavili clanak?
aboutwhich auxtheystudents publishedarticle

| assume that these cases should be analysed on a par withliBPfarst the NP
studentimanmoves out of the PP and lands in the position preceding the aéter
which the remnant PP fronts to the SpecFocP.

Having established that split constructions involve twoseraent steps, in the
next section | turn to the issue of what triggers these itgsiof movement.

5.2.2 Motivating the movements

In this section | will argue that split constructions in Sarbarise when particu-
lar focus requirements need to be satisfied. In particulaill [propose that the
first movement step has the purpose of removing all non-ggtusaterial from a
DP/PP, while the second step fronts the focused part to theFggP. My analysis
builds on the proposal put forward by Reinhart (1995) for sadeobject scram-
bling in Dutch. | will start off by briefly reviewing Reinhag’account of Dutch,
and then procede to argue that focus requirements triggeement in Serbian
split constructions as well. The proposal will account foother property of
split-constructions, namely their apparent optionality.

XP-Scrambling in Dutch It has been observed in the literature that scrambling
in Dutch and German is subject to certain definiteness céisins. In particular,
while definite NPs freely scramble, an indefinite NP can sbtaronly if it gets
either a specific (126-b) or a generic reading (126-a) (frenldop 1992).

(126) a. datde politie taalkundingeraltid opgepakheeft.
thatthepolice linguists alwaysarrested has

b. datde politie eenkraker gisteren opgepakheeft.
thatthepolicea squatteryesterdayarrested has

The placement of direct objects with respect to advetbgl andgisterenindi-
cates that these phrases have indeed undergone scranihlithg. neutral order,
the objects are adjacent to the verb, whereas in the scrdmbitsion they precede
the adverbs.

A number of proposals were put forward that relate the pdigibf scram-
bling to the properties of the NPs in question. It was assuthationly strong
NPs can scramble. Diesing (1992) takes strong to mean ‘ppesitional’, and
argues that indefinite NPs can be ambiguous between stresgfppositional, and
weak/non-presuppositonal reading. For de Hoop (1992), Rnshstrong if it is
either specific, generic or partitive. However, de Hoopcesgithat being ‘strong’
is not a sufficient condition. Consider the following exansple

63



The Analysis of Split Constructions

(127) a. omdat ik altijd eenkatheb
becausé¢ alwaysa cathave

b. *omdat ik ennkataltijd heb
becausé a catalwayshave
c. omdat ik eenkataltijd liefheb
becausé a catalwayslove

In (127-b) where the indefinite is generic, we would expecasbling to be al-
lowed. This is however not the case, as only the non-scrahdoter is permitted.
On the other hand, the minimally different (127-c), allowsasnbling. This sug-
gests that the properties of the verb also have an effecteopabsibility of scram-
bling. The property in question seems to be contrastiverigReshart points out
that the scrambled version of (126-b) is best translatedngli€h with a heavy
stress orarrested

(128) dat de politie eenkraker gisteren opgepakheeft
thatthepolicea squatteryesterdajyarrested has
‘that the police ARRESTED a squatter yesterday’

In other words, if the verb cannot be contrasted, scramhbliigalso be disal-
lowed. Reinhart goes on to argue that this is the reason whglfl 2 ungram-
matical. In the unscrambled sentences, the focus is askigniee object. In order
for a verb to receive the main sentence stress, the objet¢tiauemoved from the
domain of the focus. This is the driving force behind the stybng movement.

To support her theory, Reinhart adopts Cinque’s (1993) thebstress and
focus. The central idea behind Cinque’s theory is that thenrsiess of the sen-
tence will be on its most embedded constituent. In a tweesiside configuration,
the most embedded constituent is the one appearing on thesrex side of the
tree. In the right-branching language like English, in th@ $tructure, the most
embedded node is the object. In the left-branching langliegeDutch, in the
QV configuration, it will again be the object. This type ofests assignment is
independent of discourse considerations. However it oetes the set of possi-
ble foci. In other words, the focus can be placed on any dmesti containing
the main stress of the sentence. In the example (129), the strasss falls on the
object. As aresult, the sentence can be uttered in all theextsnin which NP, VP
and IP, all of which contain the object, serve as focus. IrféHewing examples,
the main stress is marked by bold-face, whereas the coastitvhich constitutes
focus in a given context is underlined.

(129) a. Whatis that noise?
My neighbour is building alesk.
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b. What's your neighbour doing?
My neighbour is building alesk.
c. Whatis your neighbour building?
My neighbour is building alesk.
d. Has your neighbour bought a desk already?
#My neighbour is building desk.
e. Whois building a desk?
#My neighbouis building adesk.

The constituents not included in the focus set are the subjetthe verb. This
is the reason why (129-d) and (129-e) are inappropriate.rderdo make these
sentences felicitous, the stress must be relocated to tisizeents we wish to
focus. This is an uneconomical operation, in the minimaesise, because it
involves an additional operation. Instead of resortinghis tostly operation,
other languages use word order variation to achieve the sdfi®et. Reinhart
claims that this is precisely what happens in Dutch. If thectstays in its base
generated position, it will recieve the neutral sentenasst Therefore, in order to
allow the verb to receive focus, the object must be scramtledhat is removed
from the domain of focus assignment. That object scramhkfngotivated by
focus considerations is further supported by the fact thatetxamples become
ungrammatical when the verb is not good potential focud|estriated in (127-b).
Furthermore, a pronoun will obligatorily scramble, sinteannot cary the main
stress.

(130) a. Ikheb hetgisteren gelezen.
| haveit yesterdayead

b. *Ik heb gisteren hetgelezen
| haveyesterdayt read

Finally, the observation that definites scramble betten thdefinites also follows
from the focus analysis of XP-scrambling. It is typicallyetbase that indefinites
constitute better foci, because they represent new infiomar herefore they typ-
ically do not scramble, but stay in their base position whikey can be assigned
focus.

Another piece of evidence that the availability of scramdplis connected to
the focus properties of the structure, rather than the defiess effect is provided
by (131). Here, although a definite NP has undergone scragtihe resulting
construction is ungrammatical because there is a mismatthkelen focus and
stress.
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a. eb de krant nogniet gelezen, maarik heb het boe

(131) *Ikheb de k ietgel ik heb het boek
| havethe newspapamot yet read but | havethe book
al wel  gelezen.

alreadyindeedread
‘I have not read the newspaper yet, but | have already redabible

indeed.’

b. 1k heb nog niet d&rant gelezen, maar ik heb al wel hiabek
gelezen

Reinhart argues that all these facts point toward the focalysis of object scram-
bling in Dutch?® Let me summarize what the basic points of Reinhart's approach
are. In the sentence with the neutral word-order, the foali®erassigned to the
object, rather than the verb in Dutch. In order to shift theuof the sentence to
the verb, or to defocus the object, the object must be scerfibbm within the

VP. Since English has more limited word order options, itadmake use of this
strategy. Instead, focus is assigned in English by relogdtie stress.

Split-XPs in Serbian It was illustrated in chapter 3 that both splitting an XP
and pied-piping of the entire phrase will yield a grammadtmatput in Serbian.
Thus, we seem to have a choice between constructions indahase in (b).

(132) a. () éiju su oni knjiguobjavili?
whoseaux.theybook published
‘Whose book did they publish?’

(i) Novije onauto slupao.
new auxhe crashedtar
‘He crashed the new car.’

b. (@) Ciju knjigusu oni objavili?
whosebook auxtheypublished
(i) Noviautoje onslupao.
new car auxhe crashed

However, this optionality is only apparent. In fact, if wepéore the relevant con-
structions in greater detail, we notice that they are notl is¢he same contexts.

26Similar proposals regarding scrambling as movement offoonsed constituents in order to
highlight focused elements have been made for German byeHaitd Rosengren (1998), Krifka
(1998) among others, as well as by Alboiu (1999) for Romanian
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Sentences with non-split XPs are used when neither the maurthe prenomi-

nal element are part of the shared background knowledgeedpgbaker and the
hearer. In other words, they are natural in out-of-the-ldaetexts. Any other

order is infelicitous. Consider the contrast below.

(133) a. Whatdid they do in class yesterday?

b. Citalisu Andricevuknjigu.
read auxAndric's book
‘They read Andrt’s book.’
C. #Andricevusu oni knjigu citali.
Andri¢’s auxbookread
‘It was Andri€’s book that they read.’

In this context, there is no presupposition that the stiglesdd a book of some
kind at all. In fact, they could have done any number of thjsgeh as presenting
their work, taking a test, writing an essay etc. The orderli83¢c) is only ap-
propriate if both speakers know that book-reading was ortbeéctivities in the
class that day.

If the prenominal element belongs to the presupposed pdineasentence, it
cannot be preposed on its own.

(134) a. Did you buy something nice?
b. #L.epusamkupila majicu
nice aux boughtshirt
‘I bought a nice shirt.

In other words, if both the adjective and the noun convey n&arimation, the
head noun will carry the main stress. An adjective can beqsegh only if it by
itself carries new information. The example below is fétias only if we know
that Marko has at least two cars, and that he crashed onerof the

(135) a. Novije onautoslupao.
new auxhecar crashed
‘It was the new car that he crashed.

Imagine as a further illustration the following situatioina just revealed to
Natasa that one of their friends is about to get married. Bats usually only
interested in the wedding cake, so that is the first piecefofnmation she illicits.
Here the main stress is on the noun.
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(136) Kakvu tortusu oni nart&ili?
what.kindcake auxtheyordered
‘What kind of cake did they order?’

If on the other hand, Ana mentioned that they already ordéredake the day be-
fore, Nat&a could felicitously ask the following question, whereititerrogative
word receives the main stress.

(137) Kakvu su oni tortunart&ili?
what.kindauxtheycake ordered

In other words, split constructions are used if the spealeartsvto focus a certain
part of an XP that normally would not receive the main strdss. prenominal
element is separated from the rest of the phrase, then ititdgas the most in-
formative part of the phrase. Assignment of contrastiveisos one of the most
typical functions of split structures. Consider the folloggiexample where the
possessivAndriCevuis contrastively focused.

(138) a. A:lheard they translated Stankidsibook.
b. B:Andricevusu oni knjigupreveli, a ne Stankovcevu.
Andri¢’'s auxtheybook translatedandnot Stankove’s
‘It was Andri¢’s book that they translated, not Stankds?

If the second conjunct forces the restriction of the focuéonoun, the examples
become unacceptable.

(139) a. (i) *Novije onautoprodaoa ne novukucu.
new auxhecar sold, andnotnew house
‘It was the new car that he sold, and not the new house.’
(i)  Novije onautoprodaoa ne stari.
new auxhecar sold andnotold
‘It was the new car that he sold, and not the old one.
b. (i) *Markov su oni romanobjavili, a ne Markove
Marko’s auxtheynovel publishedandnotMarko’s
pesme.
poems
‘It was Marko’s novel that they published, and not Marko’s
poems.’
(i)  Markov su oni romanobjavili, a ne Marijin.
Marko’s auxtheynovel publishedandnotMarija’s
‘It was Marko’s novel that they published, and not Marija’s.
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With this in mind, it is natural to conclude that split consttions are forced by
focus considerations. Fronting of the remnant XP is an nt&af focus move-
ment, targeting Spec of FocP in the left periphery. Howetles, still does not
explain why the focus movement must be preceded by scraghbfira part of
the XP. In other words, why can’t the focused element pigukphe rest of the
phrase? | will assume that scrambling of the NP is motivatethb necessity to
remove a particular constituent from the domain of focusthia respect, Ser-
bian split-constructions resemble Dutch XP-scramblifithé NP does not move
out, the stress will fall on the noun or be projected on the le/ltonstituent. A
phrase will be split when only the left branch constituentiea focus features.
Therefore, | will assume that the first step of the movemeatkisd ofexpulsion
movementthat removes the defocused part of the DP. In other wordsytung
that is not focused must vacate the phrase before the fopase fronted.

We can thus conclude that the optionality of split constang is only appar-
ent. This is in accordance with the minimalist hypothesa thovement is a last
resort device to satisfy certain interface requirementdeAvation will converge
atinterface levels, LF and PF, if it contains only legitimaf and PF objects. The
guestion that arises is what constitutes a legitimate obfestandard assumption
is that an element must have all its strong features remogtdthe Spell Out,
otherwise the derivation will crash. Removal of a featuredsomplished by
movement. Therefore, movement is formally triggered byamiag of features.
This implies that there is a head X, endowed with feature kchvacts as a Probe
searching for a goal Y in its c-command domain. After the appate element,
bearing the same feature has been identified, it is then gadén the immediate
structural environment of X. If the relevant feature is sfgpthe checking must
take place in overt syntax. Alternatively, the checking bandelayed until LF,
if an element bears a weak feature. On such a view, the renxiftonting in
Serbian split constructions is a movement driven by stracgd feature, that tar-
gets a position in the left periphery of the clause, whereatiées in the Spec-head
agreement with a head bearing the matching feature. Riz@4(28oints out that
the heads related to the interpretative properties, suthpisandfocus can be
morphologically expressed in some languages. Consideptlosving examples
from Gungbe (from Rizzi 2004, citing Aboh 1998):

(140) a. Unse do dan lo ya Kofihu .
I heardthatsnakethe Top Kofi killed it
b. Unse do dan lo weé Kofi hu.
| heardthatsnakethe FocKofi killed

A head bearing a certain feature designates a position atedi¢o the relevant
type of interpretation. The constituent is first merged mplosition in which it is
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semantically selected, and then it is merged again in thitiosledicated to the
scope/discourse properties.

With this in mind, the next issue | would like to address caonsghe nature
of the scrambling movement that precedes remnant XP frgntiris not imme-
diately obvious what triggering feature forces the evaounabf the non-focused
material. There are two theoretical options we could eaietiere. One possibil-
ity is to allow movement that is not driven by Attract featufghis clearly goes
against one of the central assumptions of the minimalistagygh just presented,
which considers all movement to be the result of attractipralprobe. How-
ever,when explored in more detail, the claim that all moveii® driven in this
way seems to be very strong. It requires attractors beagilegant features to be
identified in all cases, and moreover their presence mustdilemotivated from
the empirical point of view. That this is not a trivial tasksisggested by the fact
that in certain cases it seems to be necessary to introduety/ pormal features,
whose only purpose is to force a movement step to occur. RI@PK) argues that
such features are needed to trigger movement to internegolisitions. In an A
chain, there are two interpretatively relevant positianse is s-selection position,
which is in case of arguments related to thematic propettiesother is a position
dedicated to the expression of some scope-discourse pyoNewvertheless, there
is diverse and compelling evidence that in addition to thesepositions relevant
at the interface, chains must involve intermediate pasitias well. What forces
an elementto land in an intermediate position is in fact alibcrequirement that
movement must be short, that is chains cannot be of unlinetegth. Thus there
are two competing economy conditions:one allowing an XPibengo movement
only if it achieves an interface effect, and the other fogcine movement to be
local. Rizzi points out that the paradox of these intermeduatsitions is that on
the one hand they must independantly cause a movement tg assuming that
there is no "look-ahead”, but on the other hand, we need torertbat this is not
the final target of movement. Rather intermediate positiometion as escape
hatches through which an element must pass if locality isstoelspected. If we
wish to keep the idea that all movement is driven by featuraetion, we must
assume that that there are formal features whose only redelisng the phrase
undergoing movement closer to its target, in accordande ldality principles.
This would give us the following representation for a seagelike (141), where
low caseq is a purely formal counterpart of the Q feature.

(141) | wonder [ whatCq, [you think [ t; that, [I saw {; ]

The presence of purely formal features is sometimes calbet in order to ac-
count for apparently optional types of movement. Displageinof this kind is
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particularly problematic for the minimalist view of moventeas a last resort strat-
egy. For instance, Mler (1998) assumes that scrambling in German is driven
by a strong [scr] feature, which he takes to be a purely fori@aiure, void of
any inherent semantic or functional contéhtConsequently, the two derivations
yielding the scrambled and non-scrambled orders, do ndtfebtan identical nu-
meration since they differ in feature specification on soesdh As a result, what

is optional in this case is not movement operation as sudhather the presence
of the triggering feature.

On the other hand, van Riemsdijk (1997) suggests that theyebmanother
way to conceive of movement. As we have seen, movement tiypestablishes
a relation between a source and a target position, and ifactrproperties of the
landing site that constitute the trigger in the strict sedstinctional head attracts
another element in its domain and forces it to move up to thetfonal projection
hosting the probe. This can be viewed as a kindli@gfg chainin van Riems-
dijk’s terminology, and could plausibly be contrasted wétlpush chain Push
chainwould be an instance of movement that is brought about by dh&egtual
properties of the source position, rather than by any ptmseof the target. Van
Riemsdijk presents it schematically as follows:

(142) XAY Xo [e]Z Y,...

a. drag chain: movementis triggered by/X;

b. push chain: movement is triggered by/X,

Van Riemsdijk suggests that some instances of movement areibeerstood as
cases opush chaingather thandrag chains XP-scrambling that yields a split
construction seems to be such an instance of movement. Themeat in this
case is not triggered by any attracting feature in the lapdite. Rather it is
forced by the properties of the source position. If the NFsstgithin the fronted
constituent, it will receive the main stress. This will grete the assignment of
focus to the left branch constituent only. In order to getleeciteus output, the
non-focused material has to peshed out | will call this type of movement an
expulsionmovement. Plausibly, another instance of this evacuagipa move-
ment is employed in Dutch scrambling constructions.

Another possibility that would allow us to retain the idedexdture attraction,
is to postulate the existence of an optionally merged praaibg the relevant

2’Miiller (1998) does not deny the fact that scrambling can haenaantic effect, but assumes
that this is not due to a specific semantic contribution of sdeature triggering scrambling, but
is attributed to the relative surface order of quantifiethie
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feature that would trigger evacuation of the non-focusetenea. On this view,
there would be two attractors searching for elements wittchmag features. We
would have the following configuration, where two distineafures are realized
on two elements in the same phrase.

(143)  [...%e1...Yio...]

Consequently, the only grammatical output is the one in wtielcomplex phrase
splits. We could assume that the non-focused materialrizcatid by a [top] fea-
ture. Subsequently, the rest of the phrase bearing [fo¢lifeawill raise to the
specifier of the relevant functional projection.

Summarizing the conclusions so far, the two options regarthe trigger of
the first movement step in split constructions are:

1. The movement is brought about by the properties of theceguosition. It
is an expulsion movement

2. The movement is triggered by an optionally merged attract

The question is now whether there is a reason to favour onleeotfwo pos-
sibilities. A potential argument for treating the first sotaling operation as a
different type of movement concerns the behaviour of thescadation movement
with respect to islands. Namely, the movement step negeksacreating a split
construction, is not sensitive to certain islands. Consitlerexamples below
which illustrate that PPs are islands for extraction in g&rbWh-movement in
(144-b), topicalization in (144-c), and scrambling (144cdnnot extract a phrase
out of the PP.

(144) a. Policijge uSlau Jovanovikucu.
police auxgo intoJovan’'s house
‘Police went into Jovan’s house.’
b. *Sta je policijauslau Jovanovu.
whatauxpolice go intoJovan’s
c. *Kucu je policijauslau Jovanovu.
houseauxpolice go intoJovan’'s
d. *Policijaje kutu uSlau Jovanovu.
police auxhousego into Jovan’'s

PPs can nevertheless be split, as exemplified below.

(145) U Jovanovye policijakucu usla.
Into Jovan’s auxpolice housego
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What we are observing is that neither of the three relativedil explored types
of movement, namely wh-movement, scrambling and topiatén, can be called
upon to account for the formation of split XPs. There seenisetesomething fun-
damentaly different in the nature of the first movement stegpiit constructions.

Similar arguments can be formulated with respect to adjistends. The ex-
traction out of an adjunct is disallowed in Serbian, as showh46-a). However,
ungrammaticality does not arise in the case of split constm (examples are
from BaSkovic 2002).

(146) a. ’éimeje on pobegaozbog pretnje?
what auxhe run.awaybecause.othreat
‘He ran away because of the threat of what?’

b. Zbog Cijih  je onstudenatadoSao?
because.ofvhoseauxhe students came
‘He came because of whose students?’

Recall also from chapter 3, that DPs bearing inherent casepague for extrac-
tion. Some representative examples are repeated below.

(247) a. *Kojih partijaje onverovaovodamay,;?
which partiesauxhetrust leaders
‘Leaders of which parties did he trust?’

b. *Kojih ljudi se plasio optwbig.,?
which peopleauxbe.afraidaccusations
‘Accusations of which people was he afraid of?

Nevertheless, the evacuation of the NP that preceeds rérRafionting is per-
mitted. In (148-a) the split DP is marked for dative, while(i®8-b) it bears
genitive case.

(148) a. Kojemp, je onpolitiCarup,; verovao?
which  auxhepolitician  trust
‘Which politician did he trust?’

b. Kakvihg., se onljudig., plasi?
what.kind refl he people be.afraid
‘What kind of people is he afraid of.’
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We can thus conclude that the evacuation movement thatesréa split is dif-
ferent in nature from other types of movement discussedarititrature. Notice
further that in contrast to the expulsion movement the sgenavement step is
sensitive to islands. The following example shows thathesitvh-movement nor
the second step of split construction formation can viallageComplex NP Con-
straint.

(149) a. Marijge izgubilaknjigukoju je Jovanpozajmionjenoj
Marija auxlost book whichauxJovanlent her
sestri.
sister
‘Marija has lost the book which Jovan lent to her sister.

b. *éijoj sestrije Marijaizgubilaknjigu koju je Jovan
whosesisterauxMarija lost book whichauxJovan
pozajmio.
lent

C. *éijoj je Marijaizgubilaknjigu koju je Jovansestri
whoseauxMarija lost book whichauxJovansister
pozajmio
lent

Furthermore, remnant XP fronting cannot escape from amatlisiand (150-a-ii),
or a wh-island (150-b-ii). The same applies to the regulaiewtnaction.

(150) a. (i) *Kakve dokumentesu ga uhapsilizato Stoje
what.kinddocumentsauxhim arrestecbecaus®f aux
ukrao?

stole
‘what kind of documents did they arrest him because he had

stolen?’

(i) *Kakve su ga uhapsilizato Stoje dokumente
what.kindauxhim arrestecbecaus®f auxdocuments
ukrao?
stole

b. (@) *Ciju kutu si pitao ko je kupio?
whosehouseauxaskedwho auxbought
‘Whose house did you ask who bought?’

(i) *Ciju si pitao ko je kucu kupio?

whoseauxaskedwvho auxhousebought
What we are empirically observing is that the movement labledisexpulsion
is not subject to the same conditions as other known typesavement, such
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as wh-movement, topicalization and scrambling. Conse@jyamine of these
movement types can be used to derive split constructionsll assume that the
difference between expulsion and other movement opemsatesides in the fact
that expulsion is not driven by Attraction, but by the prdpeer of the source po-
sition. 22 The question is of course what enables this movement toteickrtain
islands. The answer | think will depend on the theory of ldgalGenerally, is-
lands come in two varieties: strong islands such as CNPC aguacidslands,
and weak islands such as wh-islands. Weak islands are bypedlained by
some form of Relativized Minimality (Rizzi 1990). The key ideathe system
of Relativized Minimality is that a chain relation cannot leenhed if a position
of the same kind as the target position intervenes. The saimiéaon is captured
in later adaptations of RM, such agtract Closestor Chomsky’sMinimal Link
Condition

(151) Minimal Link Condition
K attracts A only if there is no B, B closer to K than A, such that K
attracts B.

Given that movement is related to features in the minimalisgram, this means
that K cannot attract an element bearing the matching feattnere is an inter-
vener that bears the same feature as the target. Thus a Wt-igtdation arises
when the higher C attracts the wh-element in the embeddestigneskipping a
wh-position in the embedded C layer. On the other hand, gtislands, being
left in the domain of barriers, remained as a kind of stipatatn the Minimalist
framework. However, recently there have been attempts/®aunified account
of these phenomena. Starke (2001) argues that relativisethality is sufficient
to capture all locality effects if we postulate a more refisgdcture of syntactic
features, which he organizes in a feature tree. Withoutgymito the details of the
analysis, this implies that the following configuration Mzaé ungrammatical if X
and Y belong to the same class Q of featiffes.

(152) XYk

a.
b *. Xy ..ty

However, consider a situation where X belongs both to featlass Q and to an
SQ class, which is a subclass of Q. Then X can choose to do &thsovement or
SQ-movement. In other words, it will be able to escape iratertases, provoking
a weak island effect. On the other hand, Y, which belongs ¢ostiperclass of

28Notice that the fact that some islands are necessarily cesphavhereas others are systemati-
cally violated is a problem for direct extraction approache

20riginally, Rizzi (1990) assumes that a Specifier is an ireor if it is of the same type.
Starke believes that it can also be a mother node as in (152-b)
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features, will never be able to skip over X. This gives us theng island effects.
If all island effects could be reduced to the featural magesti the target
and the intervenor, we could assume that the expulsion meners insensitive
to islands precisely because it does not establish a chkitiore between two
elements bearing the matching feature. In case of expulemrement, there is
no attractor that is searching for an element bearing tlewael feature, and thus
there are no locality effects induced by an intervenor withgame featur®.

5.3 Split XPswith multiple left branch constituents

BoSkovic (2002) argues that the behaviour of split constructiomsliing DPs
with multiple adjectives raises serious problems for tenmant movement analy-
sis of Franks and Progovac (1994). Recall that accordinganksrand Progovac
only NPs, but not APs can undergo the first movement steprigagémnant PP
fronting. | referred to this assumption #¥ ban on AP scramblingThis was
meant to rule out examples such as (153).

(153) ?% ovusamse zaljubio lepu studentkinju
in this aux refl fell.in.love pretty student
‘| fell in love with this pretty student.’

Apparently, a PP cannot be split if as a result two prenommadlifiers end up
separated from each other. $wvic (2002) observes that the same is true of
DP-splits:

(154) a. Visokegle onvideodevojke

tall auxheseen girls
‘Tall girls, he saw.’

b. Lepe je onvideodevojke
beautifulauxhe seen girls
‘Beautiful girls, he saw.

c. *Visokeje onvideolepe devojke
tall auxheseen beautifulgirls

d. *Lepe je onvideovisokedevojke
beautifulauxhe seen tall  girls

30Alternatively, we could retain the idea of feature attractif we assume that the movement
creating XP-splits is of such a different nature that it islslocked by any intervenors; it is in the
class of its own.
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Clearly, the ban on AP scrambling would rule out the ungranwabDP-splits as
well. However, no explanation is offered by Franks and Pvagas to why APs
differ from DPs in this respect, and Bkovi¢ rightly observes that the ban on AP
scrambling is no more than a stipulation.

Furthermore, while prohibiting AP scrambling would suffimeaccount for
the ill-formed examples given so far, it does not excludé&(aband (155-b).

(155) a. Misokelepe ongleda devojke
tall  beautifulhe watchegirls
‘He is watching tall beautiful girls.’(from Bgkovic 2002)

b. *Sa visokomlepom ondevojkonrazgovara.
with tall beautifulhe girl talks
‘He is talking to a tall beautiful girl.

Notice that under the approach of Franks and Progovac, If)1 68n be analyzed in
basically the same way as other cases of split PPs. Namstythi@ NPdevojkom
would scramble out, and then the rest of the PP would be peelpdsis far from
obvious how this derivation can be ruled out since the firstentent step does
not affect an AP.

It is worth noting that Franks and Progovac do not claim thBsAannot
scramble out of APs. However, that is how3kovic (2002) systematically inter-
prets their ban on AP scrambling. This leads him to arguetheaanalysis must
be abandoned in light of the following examples:

(156) a. Novimje onzadovoljanposiom
new auxhecontent job
‘He is content with his new job.’

b. Hrabrim/svojimje onveranvojnicima
brave/his auxheloyal soldiers
‘He is loyal to brave/his soldiers.

In (156) the adjective uncontroversially takes anothentif®, its own prenom-
inal modifier, as a complement. The extraction of an AP outeNP complement
of the adjective is allowed. Bkovic claims that there is no principled distinction
between (155-a) where a full AP moves out of another AP, ab@)(involving
remnant AP movement out of an AP. Both involve AP movement danother
AP and should be prohibited. However, if interpreted cdiyethe ban on AP
scrambling is consistent with the examples above. What Brankl Progovac
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assume is that APs, for some reason, cannot undergo thetéipsbsthe move-
ment, which is a scrambling operation. The examples in (Hb66)predicted to
be well-formed since the scrambling step affects the psomandvojnicima
and not the APs. I think the confusion is due to the fact thahks and Progovac
do not illustrate how the derivation of (153) proceeds, notthiky clarify their
assumptions about the structure of DPs in Serbian. As atyatsid difficult to
tell whether they assume that the demonstradiwueis categorially an adjective or
not3!

Nevertheless, | conclude that the ban on AP movement isyhgffpulatory
and raises as many questions as it tries to answer. While leas that this par-
ticular assumption is unjustified, it does not mean that granant movement
analysis cannot be maintained. What is more, | will argue tivatoehaviour of
split constructions with multiple modifiers provides fuettsupport for the analy-
sis proposed here.

Animportant observation that B&ovic himself makes is that the ungrammati-
cal examples in (154) significantly improve if the frontegemtive is contrastively
focused, bearing strong contrastive stress. In the foligweiontext, separation of
two adjectives is perfectly acceptable.

(157) A: | think that Marko said he saw ugly tall girls.
B: Ne,lepeje on videovisoke devojkene rwzne.
no, beautiful aux he seen tall girls not ugly

| take this to directly support the focus motivated analysas proposing. The
first movement operation evacuates the defocused matetialfahe DP, while
the second step fronts the remnant to the Spec of FocP. Thatitan of a split
construction with two adjectives proceeds in the followmgnner:

3INotice that even the second step in the derivation of (156)ldvaot affect the AP. On the
analysis of Franks and Progovac, there is a DP layer domipétie AP, so the scrambling of the
NP poslomwould be followed by fronting of the DP containing the adjeeto the left periphery.
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(158) a. Lepe je onvisokedevojkevideo.
beautifulauxhetall girls seen

b. FocP
DP Fod
/\ /\
D aP Foc CP
T

AP j\ Jez tDP C/

_
lepe a t TN

C IP

visoke « NP V  tpp

devojke video

What this tells us is that scrambling of an AP is not prohibiped se. Rather
what is required is that the second step be a focus movemkeetefbre, contrary
to Franks and Progovac, | will assume that any projectionwadergo the first
movement step as long as it belongs to the non-focused p#regihrase. The
contrast with respect to the possibility of scrambling doetsreside in the AP/DP
distinction, but in the focused vs non-focused part of theph.

Consider several more examples showing that two prenomiealests can
be separated in the appropriate conféxt.

)t is important to note that Bikovic’s observations concerning the behaviour of phrases with
multiple adjectives extends to these cases as well, sinassanes that all prenominal elements,
including demonstratives, possessives and quantifiersategorially adjectives. In other words,
all prenominal elements are unseparable unless one of thiraused.

79



The Analysis of Split Constructions

(159) a. Koji je Jovannoviautoslupao?
Which auxJovannew car crashed
‘Which new car did Jovan crash?’

b. Koliko je onovih pilula popio?
How.manyauxhe thesepills drunk
‘How many of these pills did he drink?’

c. Markovogsu oni starijegsinauhapsili.
Marko’s auxtheyelder son arrested
‘It is Marko’s elder son that they have arrested.’

In the example (159-a), the determinghich is split from the rest of the DP.
The sentence is felicitous if the speaker knows that Jovamiae than one new
car, and he already crashed one of them. The part of the DRstheft behind
constitutes the presupposed information. The same is fr{i&8-b) and (159-c).
In other words, any two prenominal constituents can be s¢géras long as one
of them undergoes focus movement.

Franks and Progovac give the examples (160-c) and (160stdijpport of their
Scope Preservation Principfé

(160) a. One proCitaoovuzanimljivuknjigu.

he auxread thisinterestingbook
‘He read this interesting book.’

b. *Onje procitaozanimljivuovuknjigu.
he auxread interestingthis book

c. Ovuje onzanimljivuknjigu procitao.
this auxheinterestingbook read

d. *Zanimljivuje onovuknjigu procitao.
interestingauxhethis book read

Franks and Progovac argue that sentences like (160-d) laccaut because sco-
pal relations are disrupted. On the analysis proposed Hereexample (160-d)
cannot be generated, since it would require the expulsiovement to affect a
non-constituent. Consider the relevant part of the stredbafore any movement
operations have taken place.

33There is no overt subject in the original examples. | havedvawincluded the subject to
avoid the problems regarding the placement of second pnosititics.
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(161)

/\
proJ:ltao ovu/\
/\
/\

zanimljivu

« NP

—_

knjigu
On my assumptions, the demonstratveiand the attributive adjectivaanimljivu
are generated in different functional projections. Theudsipn movement can
only targeinP, that is only the adjective and the noun can be evacuatethigas
they are adjacent to each other. This will then be followed lbgcus movement
of the remnant DP, yielding the grammatical (160-c). On tfeohand, the noun
and the demonstrative cannot be removed together to thastewlof the inter-
vening adjective, which accounts for the ungrammaticalft{160-d). Therefore,
even if the adjective is focused the grammatical output Withfronted adjective
cannot be obtained. It is unclear to me how the contrast lestw&60-c) and
(160-d) can be captured on the alternative analyses. Taaxjbulsion movement
can affect only adjacent elements is further illustratedhgyfollowing examples:

(162) a. Onge upoznalaovogJovanovodrata.
she auxmet this Jovan’s brother
‘she met this brother of Jovan’s.’
b. *Onaje upoznalaJovanovogvogbrata.
she auxmet Jovan’s this brother
c. Ovogje onaJovanovodrata upoznala
this auxsheJovan’s brothermet
d. *Jovanovoge onaovogbrata upoznala.
Jovan’s auxshethis brothermet

We have seen in chapter 2 that demonstratives necessagiteqe possessives
and attributive adjectives. Consequently, a demonstratiltenever be adjacent
to the noun if a possessive or an adjective is present, aneftine cannot undergo
expulsion together with the noun. The same patterns arevdzb&hen one of



The Analysis of Split Constructions

the prenominal elements is an interrogative wrd.

(163) a. (i) Kojege onaJovanovograta upoznala?

whichauxsheJovan’'s brothermet

(i) *éijeg je onaovogbrata upoznala?
whoseauxshethis brothermet

b. (i) Kojegonslavnogglumcauvek imitira?

which hefamousactor alwaysimitate
‘Which famous actor does he always imitate?’

(i) *Kakvog onovogglumcauvek imitira?
what.kindhethis actor alwaysimitate

As far as quantifiers are concerned, | pointed out in chaptea®their position
within the DP is somewhat flexible with different effects b interpretation.

(164) a. Prodage nekolikoovih knjiga.
sold auxseveral thesebooks
‘He sold several of these books.’

b. Prodage ovih nekolikoknjiga
Sold auxtheseseveral books
‘He sold these several books.’

c. Koliko je onovih knjigaprodao?
how.manyauxhe thesebookssold
‘How many of these books did he sell?’

Although the quantifier can be split from the rest of the parasd fronted, it is
difficult to tell what the original structure of the DP was. d&mples from Polish
are more illuminating in this respect. In contrast to Serpia Polish only the
material dominated by the quantifier will be marked for geaitase®®

343plit PPs again exhibit the same behaviour as split DPs.

0] a. U ovogse onaJovanovodrata zaljubila.
in this refl sheJovan’s brotherfell.in.love
‘She fell in love with this brother of Jovan’s.’

b. *U Jovanovogse onaovogbrata zaljubila.

in Jovan’s refl shethis brotherfell.in.love

35Recall that in Serbian quantifiers induce genitive markinghe noun and other material in
the DP.
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(165) a. Orkupit te piecksiazek.
he boughttheseg... five books;.,
'He bought these five books.’
b. Onkupit piectych ksiazek.
he boughtfive these,.,, books;.,

The following examples show that a quantifier can be movedoal if it
precedes the demonstrative. Notice that the rest of the pbrase is necessarily
in genitive case (the examples are from Rappaport 2801):

(166) a. lle kupitestych ksigzek?
how.manybought thesg,.,, books;.,,

‘How many of these books did you buy?’
b. *lle kupites te ksigzek?
how.manybought these,.. books;.,

This again indicates that expulsion can affect the dematatrand the noun only
if they are adjacent, that is both dominated by the quantifier

Recall next that there are ordering restrictions on the ph&ce of adjectives in
Serbian. The partial ordering and a representative exarap&ated from chapter
2 are given below:

(167) a. evaluating - size - colour - referential - denom#Tsl

b. ogromnébela srpskasvadbendorta
huge  white serbianwedding cake

Again, the adjective that is closest to the noun undergaesxpulsion movement.
This accounts for the following contrasts:

(168) a. Onisu nar&ili ogromnusvadbenuortu.
theyauxorderechuge  wedding cake
‘They have ordered a huge wedding cake.’

b. Ogromnusu oni svadbenuortu nartLili.
huge auxtheywedding cakeordered

36Russian patterns with Polish in this respect.
371t is not very plausable thahaSinskog iizinjerain (169) forms a compound. Notice that the
adjectivemasinskogcan itself undergo focus movement if no other adjective ésent:

0] Masinskog je on otpustio iinjera.
mechanical aux he fired engineer

83



The Analysis of Split Constructions

c. *Svadbenwsu oni ogromnutortu nartEili
wedding auxtheyhuge  cakeordered

(169) a. Drskoge onmaSinskoginzinjeraotpustio.
rude auxhemechanicaéngineeffired
‘He fired the rude mechanical engineer.’
b. *MasSinskogje ondrskoginzinjeraotpustio.
mechanicahuxherude engineeffired

Insofar as the proposed remnant movement approach to gpétractions is cor-
rect, it lends further support to Cinque-style analysis géeiil’e placement. In
other words, adjectives must be located in specifier paositad distinct functional
projections. If they are analyzed as occupying the Spedseeddme head, the first
step of the movement would have to affect an intermediatgegtion. Consider
the internal structure of a DP on such a vigw:

(170) DP
D NP
AP N’
— T
ogromnu AP N’

— |
svadbenu N

tortu

Assuming that the movement of intermediate projectiongahipited, the noun
and its modifiers cannot appear in the same functional projec

Finally, | assume that two adjectives cannot be preposestliegbecause con-
trastive focus cannot be assigned to two distinct adjdgbiveases. This rules out
the following ungrammatical examples:

(171) a. *Visokelepe ongleda devojke.
tall  beautifulhe watchegyirls
‘He is watching tall beautiful girls.’
b. *Sa visokomlepom ondevojkomrazgovara.
with tall beautifulhe girl talks
‘He is talking to a tall beautiful girl’

38This also implies that the adjectisgromnuwould be required to appear in the higher Spec
position, if we wish to derive the observed ordering resitrits.
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The following conclusions can be drawn from this sectione Tihpression that
two prenominal constituents cannot be split is only appar@he separation is
possible under the right context, that is if one of the canstits is focused. This
directly supports the focused based analysis. Furtherroahgelements adjacent
to the noun can be evacuated together with it. As a resultesoaering patterns
are not possible in any context. Crucially, prenominal atjes must be located
in specifiers of distinct functional projections ratherrifaced in multiple spec-
ifiers of the same head. To the extent that the analysis isgfid, it provides

further evidence for this approach to adjectival modifimati

5.4 Extraction of DP-complementsin Serbian and English

In chapter 3, we have seen that there are certain differen@draction possibil-

ities of prenominal vs postnominal constituents. Recall firat the extraction of
DP-complements is typically allowed in Serbian. Some regnéative examples
are repeated below.

(172) a. Cega., os&as nedostatalk,.?
what feel lack
‘What do you feel a lack of?’
b. O kome su oni objavili clanak?
aboutwhomauxthey publishedarticle
‘Who did they publish an article about?’

However, unlike the cases of split XPs, the extraction oftpasinal elements
is well-behaved with respect to island constraints. Comsadain the contrast in
sensitivity to adjunct islands.

(173) a. ’éimeje on pobegaozbog pretnje?
what auxhe run.awaybecause.othreat
‘He ran away because of the threat of what?’
b. Zbog Cijih  je ondoSaostudenata?
because.olvhoseauxhe came students
‘He came because of whose students?’

The example shows that while it is permitted to split the adjuthe extraction
of a DP-complement from adjuncts yields a sharp degradaf8onilar behaviour
is observed with PPs (174) and inherently marked DPs (1@l @f which are
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opaque for extraction of postnominal elements, but allokitss{y

(174) a. () *Cijeg brata je policijaudlau kucu?
whosebrotherauxpolice go into house
‘The police went into the house of whose brother?’
(i) *1z  koje partijesu oni glasaliza kandidata?
from which party auxtheyvoted for candidate
‘From which party did they vote for a candidate?’

b. Zakojeg su oni kandidataglasali?
for which auxtheycadidate voted
"Which candidate did they vote for?’

(175) a. *[Kojihpartijal;., je onverovaovodamay,;?
which parties auxhetrust leaders
‘Leaders of which parties did he trust?’
b. Kojimp,; on politiCarimay,; veruje?
which  he politicians trust
‘Which politicians does he trust?’

The question is what makes the extraction of postnominatehds different from

the extraction of prenominal ones. Earlier in this chadtbgve argued that the
left branch constituents are in fact never extracted frothiwithe DP in Serbian.
The impression that a prenominal element has moved out phifase is the result
of two instances of movement. On the other hand, | will asstiraethe removal

of postnominal elements does in fact involve direct extoacof the usual type,
i.e. Attract, and consequently is subject to Minimality.eféfore, the difference
in extraction of prenominal and postnominal constitueatsdes in the different
nature of the movements involved.

Notice further that whereas English disallows the extoarctif left branch con-
situents, it is a well-known fact that the extraction of Nét¥plements is permitted
under certain conditions. The acceptability of extracseems to be sensitive to
the definiteness of the noun phrase.

(176) a. (i) Whodidyou read a book about?
(i)  Who did you read books about?
b. (i) *Who did you read the/this book about?

39Abels (2003) argues that PPs are not islands in Slavic. Hgedethe ban on preposition
stranding by ruling out movement from complement to the #igewf the same head. Thus,
his account prohibits the movement of the complement bR allows extraction out of the
complement of PHowever, the ungrammaticality of sentences in (174) remanaccounted for
under Abels’s assumptions.
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(@i) *Who did you read John’s book about?

It has been argued that the so called ‘definiteness’ effeloetiter characterized
as a ‘specificity/presuppositionality’ effect (see fortarsce Diesing (1992) and
Starke (2001)). The example (177) shows that definites wdniehnterpretatively
non-specific do not block extraction, while specific indeésido.

a77) a. Who did they announce the death of?
b. ?*Who did you want to buy a certain picture of?

Starke (2001) treats this a relativized minimality effeati@ssumes that the spe-
cific quantifier (SQ) blocks the movement out of the DP. Thevaht configura-
tions are (from Starke 2001, p. 25):

(178) a. ‘Whgg you would like to have my, picture ofwhomg,?

b. whgg you would like to have ongof the pictures ofvhomg,?

Given that features are organized in a feature-tree, thecip quantifier’ can
jump over the ‘pure’ quantifier since it is a subclass of thieetahowever a wh-
phrase cannot cross a specific determiner since an SQ in&grpeohibits both Q
and SQ movement. This gives us the ‘specificity’ island.

Recall now that Serbian also displays intervention effelihe examples from
chapter 3 are repeated below.

(179) a. () *O kome su oni objavili ovajclanak?
aboutwhomauxthey publishedthis article
‘Who did they publish this article about?
b. (i) ?Cegasi prodaokolekciju?
whatauxsold collection
‘What did you sell a collection of?’
(i) *Cegasi prodaoJovanovikolekciju?
whatauxsold John’s collection

Although Serbian lacks overt articles, the presence of eotksirative or a posses-
sive blocks the extraction of a DP-complement. Thus we sadltle extraction of
postnominal constituents in Serbian is sensitive to thegree of an intervenor.
The factors that influence the extraction of postnominalktituents in both
English and Serbian are not very well understood and areudiffio tease apart.
Thus, | will not attempt a more detailed analysis at this pdifowever, what we
can conclude given the analysis of split-XPs proposed Isatei neither English
nor Serbian extract the prenominal elements. On the othed, H#oth languages
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allow the removal of DP-complements under certain conagioAn important
difference between the two languages resides in the au#ifadf splitting XPs.
In the next chapter, | turn to the nature of cross-linguigéidation in more detail.
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6 Crosslinguistic variation

As | have already pointed out, it is a well-known fact thatv@ldanguages like
Polish, Czech and Serbian allow split constructions, whiggynother languages
including English, and Dutch do not. An important questioneerns the locus of
parametric difference between these two types of langudigdisis section, | will
re-evaluate Corver’s assumptions and make some tentatnagks concerning the
sources of cross-linguistic variation. The issue howeadls ¢or a more detailed
investigation, which is far beyond the scope of this thesis.

Recall that Corver places the burden of cross-linguisticati@m solely on
the presence vs absence of the determiner phrase. Langwagdslack this
functional projection are predicted to allow extractioriedt branch constituents,
whereas languages that clearly have determiners do not.fathéhat English
and Dutch block extraction is then straightforwardly captlby assuming that D
projects a minimality barrier in these languages. Howeawearhat follows | will
argue that while Corver’s approach to cross-linguisticalaifity is very appealing
due to its simplicity, the contrast between English and @&erbannot be reduced
to a single property, such as the barrierhood of D.

We have seen in chapter 4 that the actual implementation afe€s@analysis
is problematic from several aspects. Not only does the arsahgquire a rather
complicated mechanism to derive PP-splits, but it failscimoaint for several prop-
erties of split constructions. By this | mean, the paralldideor of DPs and PPs,
the requirement that both parts of split XP appear in derpasitions, behaviour
of splits involving multiple modifiers, insensitivity to dain islands etc. Abstract-
ing away from these technicalities for discussion of whickfer the reader back
to chapter 4, probably the most serious conceptual prokdgmsed by the issue
of the referentiality of DPs in Slavic. If a DP layer is syst#mally missing in
certain languages, this implies that the referentialitgagculated in a different
way from languages with overt determiners. That is cleanlyyawelcome con-
sequence. While the shortcomings of Corver’s approach imgteo search for
a more satisfactory account, it is important to determinetvdr the central as-
sumption of his analysis is valid, that is whether the presai D correlates with
the availability of split XPs.

In the account of split constructions proposed here, | hagaimed that the
structure of noun phrases is basically the same in EnglishimtSerbian, and
significantly that there is a DP functional layer in Slavic\NPAs a result, the
contrast between Serbian and English cannot reside in #sepce of the DP.
Notice however that there is an important difference betbe direct extraction
approaches and the remnant movement approach. On a Conecaisalysis, the
NP remains in its base generated position, and containcea tfathe extracted
left branch constituent. On the other hand, the analysiseardor here assumes
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that it is in fact the NP that is extracted, leaving a trachmmdominating DP. In

this respect, the term left branch extraction is quite raidieg, since the prenom-
inal element does not actually leave the DP. This is a sigmfidifference which

from a cross-linguistic perspective highlights a diffarset of phenomena. If the
latter approach is on the right track, it suggests that splistructions in Serbian
should not be compared with cases where a prenominal eldrasrdiearly been

extracted. In what follows, | will show that this is a welcormmnsequence.

Given Corver’s assumptions, we are led to believe that thewee ¢lear cut
regarding extraction patterns between languages withrdeters and languages
without overt determiners. However, a more detailed ctioggtistic comparison
reveals surprising variability. For instance, focusindyam possibilities of pos-
sessor extraction in different languages , the complefitgedata poses a serious
challenge for parametric accounts of extraction. Gavraig2000) shows that the
DP-hood and the overtness of D are not sufficient criterigfedicting which ex-
traction options are permitted in a language. A particylanlightning case in this
respect is that of Hungarian. Recall that in Hungarian pessesurface between
the determiner and the noun, triggering agreement in pemsdmumber features,
which is expressed in the form of a suffix on the possessed he&.d&terminer
consistently appears in all possessive structures. Treepsars can appear either
in the nominative or in the dative case, depending on theitjpm within the DP,
i.e. following or preceding the article.

(180) a. a Mari vencege.

the Mari-Nom guest-poss.3sg
‘Mary’s guest’

b. Marinak a vendege
Mari-Datthe guest-poss.3sg
‘Mary’s guest’

c. kinek a vencege
who-datthe guest-poss.3sg
‘whose guest’

There is a difference in extraction possibilities betwdenrtominative and dative
possessors; only the latter are allowed to exttact.

(181) Kinek ismerétek a vendceget?
who-Datknow-past.2pthe guest-poss.3sg.Acc
‘Whose guest did you know?’

40Gavruseva (2000), following Szabolcsi (1994) takes thisdiicate that possessors are neces-
sarily extracted through SpecDP, where they are assigree dase.
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Gavruseva discusses data from two more languages, Chamutrozatzil, an
Austronesian language. Both of these languages have otielesyrbut neverthe-
less allow possessor extraction. Without going into furttetails, what is impor-
tant to note here is that the cases discussed by Gavrusenalaeunexpected on
Corver’s assumptions. Whatever the source of the paraméfieceshce in pos-
sessor extraction is, it cannot be reduced to the DP statoswf phrase$. On
the other hand, on the analysis proposed here, these casemdamentally dif-
ferent from split constructions in Serbian. It is plausitdeassume that fronting
of possessors in Hungarian involves actual extraction efpthssessor from the
DP, as indicated by the position of the article. As a resuMtilllnot assume that
the remnant movement analysis of Serbian carries over tg&tian possessor
extraction as well. Considering that on my assumptions Serfplit XPs are de-
rived by extracting the NP, this shifts the focus of compani® a different set of
phenomena. Once we view Serbian split constructions indiffisrent light, we
find remarkable similarities with split constructions itet languages.

German is another language that allows its DPs to split unddain con-
ditions. The phenomenon has been referred tspi$ topicalization and has
received much attention in the literature as a challengsyatactic accounts of
discontinuous constituency. In split topicalization doastions, an NP appears
in sentence initial position while the prenominal elemesritranded in the lower
position in the clause (from van Riemsdijk 1989, and FanselodCavar 2002).

(182) a. AmerikanischBrauenhabeich bis jetzt keinegekannt.
american womenhavel so far none known
b. Bicherkaufeich nur Peters.
books buy 1 onlyPeter’s
‘l just buy Peter’s books.’
c. Autosbesitzter (nur)schnelle.
cars owns heonly fast
‘As for cars, he owns only fast ones.’

The construction exhibits many properties similar to Ssrlsplit construc-
tions. Consider first the possibilities of extraction out ¢#¥in German, and the
behavour of split DPs with respect to islands.

German patterns with Serbian in allowing extraction outlméot DPs bearing
structural case.

“lGavruseva even adopts a more articulated structure of noasgs, where D and Agr share
a set of uninterpretable features in languages that alldvaetion. She goes on to argue that the
extractability of possessors does not depend on the abséiebut on the feature specification
of the D head.
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(183) a. Uber Scramblinghat er einemBuch  Uber Optimalitateinen
aboutscramblinghashea booky,; aboutoptimality an
Aufsatz hinzugefigt.
article,.. added
‘He has contributed a paper about scrambling to a book on opti
mality.’(from Starke 2001)

b. AnStudenterhat er schrecklicheMorde begangen.
of students hashehorrible murderscommitted
‘Of students he has committed horrible murders.’

Notice further that subjects (184-a) and inherently markéxs (184-b) are
islands for movement in German (the examples are from Fanwsahd Cavar
2002).

(184) a. *AnMaria hat mich kein Brief erschreckt.
to Mary hasme no letterfrightened
‘No letter to Mary has frightened me.’

b. *An Studenterhabeich ihn schrecklicheMorde angeklagt.
of students havel himhorrible;.,, murders,., accused
‘I have accused him of horrible murders of students.’

Nevertheless, both subjects and DPs marked with inhersetaan be split up.

(185) a. BriefeanMaria habemmich keineerschreckt.
lettersto Mary have me no frightened
‘As for letters to Mary, they have not frightened me.’

b. SchrecklicheMorde anStudentenster vieler beschuldigt.
horrible murdersat students is hemanyaccused
‘He has been accused of many horrible murders of students.’

We can thus conclude that the movement which creates thecspistruction is
insensitive to certain islands in both Serbian and German.th@ other hand,
locality contraints are respected by the second movemept afiolation of the
Complex NP Constraint (186-a) and the wh-island constraBf-{i) yields a de-
viant output.
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(186) a. *Bucherhabeich eineGeschichtalasssie keineliest gelort.
books havel a story that sheno readsheard
‘I have heard a story that she does not read any books.” (from
Fanselow an€Cavar 2002)

b. *UnbescladigteExemplarenollte er wissenwer nochzweiauf
undamaged copies  wantedheknow whostill two in
Vorrathat.
stock has (from van Riemsdijk 1989)

Another interesting property of split topicalization ctmstions is the preserva-
tion of ordering restrictions. If the split occurs betweble two prenominal ele-
ments, only the element closest to the head noun will appeheitopic positior{?
As (187) illustrates, the ordering of adjectives is not ffee

(187) a. neuamerikanisch&ucher
new american books
b. *amerikanische neueiBher

The arrangement of adjectives is mirrored in the split casallustrated below.
This state of affairs is expected under the analysis praplesee since an adjective
can be extracted together with the noun only if it is adjateitt

(188) a. AmerikanischBucherkaufeich neue.
American books buy | new
‘As for American books, | buy new ones.’

b. *NeueBucherkaufeich amerikanische.
new books buy | American

Finally, as in Serbian cases the formation of split DPs innG&ar is driven by
discourse properties. The difference however is that tis#tipo targeted in the
left periphery of the clause is a topic position, whereasthended material bears
(contrastive) focus (cf. Fanselow a@dvar 2002, Hinterbiz! 2002). Hinterlalzl
assumes that there is a Focus projection just above thesinggposition of argu-
ments of the verb. However, he argues that an account in @frresnnant move-
ment cannot be maintained. If (188-a) is derived by firstastingamerikanische

42\While the behaviour of split constructions with respect tiarigls is problematic for both
movement and base-generation approaches, the fact tratigéng of prenominal elements must
be preserved in the discontinuous cases strongly favouvement analyses.

“3Recall that the same is true of Serbian, that is the evaliatijectives necessarily precede the
referential ones.
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Bucher out of the object DP and moving it directly to the SpecCP, sgbset
movement of the remnant DP to a lower position, that of theeBpeP would lead
to a violation of Strict Cyclicity** If on the other hand, first the whole DP under-
goes movement to SpecFocP, and then the non-focused rhaexdracted, we
would expect a Freezing effettLet me illustrate a possible derivation of (188-a)
involving remnant movement that sidesteps these problems.

As in the Serbian cases, the formation of the split is thelte$the conflicting
requirements within the DP, one part of it bearing topic dea¢ while the other
is focused. | will assume then that the first step affects trefocused material.
We can treat this as an instanceexjpulsionmovement, in a manner parallel to
Serbian cases. Since the split is formed by the same type wémment in both
languages, it is not surprising that it exhibits the sam@ertes. The insensitivity
of this movement step to islands is then captured in the saayeaw for Serbian
splits, in other wordgxpulsions assumed not to be subject to Minimality. Notice
that at this point in the derivation, the Top phrase which witimately attract the
non-focused material has not yet been merged. The evanugdtibe non-focused
material is then followed by the merger of FocP, which atgdbe remnant DP
to its specifier. Finally, the topic phrase in the left peaphwould attract the
non-focused material. This is illustrated in (189-b)

(189) a. AmerikanischBucherhat er keinegekauft.
american books hashenone bought

“Hinterhblzl assumes that the topic feature is checked in SpecCP.

“Hinterhblzl (2002) and Miller (1998) among others assume that a Freezing effectr®dicu
extraction of a constituent A out of a constituent B takes@lia a derived position of B. In other
words, they argue that moved items are islands for extmrack@wever, it is far from obvious that
this assumption is valid in general. See Starke (2001) famptes showing that extraction from
an NP in derived position is allowed.
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b TopP
OéPj TOH
/\ /\
Amerikanische  aP Top CP
/\ /\
a NP C IP
Buicher hat gr I
I FocP
DP; Foc
PN P
Dt Foc FP
\ /\
keine t; F
/\
F VP
T~
t;...gekauft

The derivation in (189-b) obeys cyclicity. Furthermorethassplit is not formed in
the derived position, no freezing effects are expected:eSplit constructions are
allowed in German, we can conclude that the cause of crogsiftic variability
cannot be reduced to the presence of D, as German clearlyvieaisanticles.
Greek is another language that allows DPs to be disconts(@examples are from
Ntelitheos 2002, and Androutsopoulou 1998).

(190) a. Tokenurjioidhavivlio ke ohito palio.
thenew saw book andnottheold
‘| saw the new book and not the old one.’

b. Tis Marias eferes to forema.
thes.,, Maryg.,, broughtthedress
‘It is Mary’s dress that you brought.

46Greek is known to allow more than one definite determiner ingls DP. However, Androut-
sopoulou (1998) argues that the stranded material in a@piistruction is an NP rather than a
DP.
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Cross-linguistic variation

As in the Serbian cases, the remnant is fronted to the focsisigoin the left
periphery. Notice that in Greek PPs can also be spilit.

(191) me ble eghrapsamolivi.
with bluewrote-1sgpencil
‘| wrote with a blue pencil.’

Finally, let me briefly comment on the impossibility of leftamch extractions in
Bulgarian. According to Bgkovic (2002), the facts from Bulgarian strongly sup-
port Corver’s correlation between the presence of D and |&¢B&. Bulgarian
differs from other Slavic languages in that it has overcdet. The definite article
is an enclitic, which is attached to the first constituentia DP.

(192) a. momce-to

boy-the
b. goljamotomomce
big-the boy
c. *momcetogoljamo
boy-the big

d. mnogogoljamotomomce
very big-the boy

Consider now the following contrast from Bkovic (2002):

(193) a. Petkprodadenovata kola.
Petkosold  new-thecar
‘Petko sold the new car’

b. *Novata prodadePetkokola.
new-thesold Petkocar

It seems that the prenominal adjectives cannot be extrastddseparated from
the rest of the DP. However, the ungrammaticality of (1981ay be due to an in-
dependant factor. According to my informants, the follogvexamples are gram-
matical in Bulgarian:

(194) a. Novga prodadekolata (toj).
new it-cl sold  car-the(he)
‘It was new car that he sold.’
b. Visokigi haresvanomicetata.
tall them-cllikes girls-the
‘It is tall girls that he likes.
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Cross-linguistic variation

Descriptively speaking, what this example shows is thaDtRecan in fact be split
in Bulgarian, on condition that the article does not surfac¢he adjective’

Notice also that fronting of the adjective requires clitmuthling. Following
Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Giusti (1998), | will assume ttia clitic is generated
in its own projection, on top of the DP. Let me illustrate noswhthe grammatical
(194-a) is derived on the remnant movement approach. RiesNP and the ad-
jective are merged together. The noun and the adjectivedmvécting features,
only the adjective bears focus features. The split is foraedoon as the next
projection is merged, that of the DP. The noun then sepahatesthe adjective
and moves to the specifier of DP. This is the reason why thel@arather unex-
pectedly surfaces on the noun, and not on the adjective. €kiestep involves
the merger of the CIP. At this point, the functional projectimsting the adjective
moves to the Spec of CIP. Finally, the DP moves out, and the GiBnged to the
left periphery of the clause. This is illustrated below.

(195) Foc

4'The same cannot be tested with possessors since in Bulgasaessors are expressed in the
form of a PP, following the noun.

0] Novi knigi nalvan
new booksto Ivan
‘lvan’s new books.’



Cross-linguistic variation

What we can conclude from the derivation in (195) is that theade and the
noun have to be split as soon as possible. The evacuatioe obtln necessarily
proceeds through the SpecDP position. If the noun skipgegtsition, the later
movement of the adjective to the SpecDP to support the asiould be counter
cyclic. The right result is then achieved on the derivati@approach argued for
here. On the other hand, the grammaticality of (194) pravitie conclusive ar-
gument against a Corver-style analysis. The predictionttitepresence of the
article blocks extraction is not borne out. Even if the hvood of DP could be
circumvented by cliticizing the article, the correct résinnot be obtained. Re-
call that according to Corver’s analysis, a PP can lose itsdshood if P cliticizes
onto the adjective. If we assume the same for DPs, this wantlchlly derive the
ill-formed example (193-b). Obviously, the desired (19d4hwot be derived on
direct extraction approaches, where it is always the ledhbih constituent that
moves, while the noun remains in its base position.

The following conslusions can be drawn from the discussiothis chapter.
First, contrary to Corver’s central claim, the availabilay extraction does not
correlate with the presence of determiners in a languagmrsdy, | have argued
that split constructions in Serbian should in fact be corap#o other cases of split
XPs, rather than to cases where a prenominal element halydean extracted.
The comparison with split constructions in other languagjess us a more con-
sistent set of data, and reveals some striking similaritiesvever, while we have
determined that the presence of D is not responsible fotlokgag XP-splits, it
is unclear to me at this point what the exact source of theseinguistic variation
is. While the contrast between Slavic and English can béat&d to any number
of factors, | have no solution at this point as to why the mdosely related lan-
guages, namely German and Dutch differ in the relevant ce¢peitch does not
exhibit cases of split topicalization). However, insofaitlae analysis of split con-
structions in Serbian proposed here is correct, it throws light on the nature
of cross-linguistic variation by bringing into play a difésnt set of phenomena.
Hopefully, this will bring us closer to resolving the souraeparametric differ-
ence between languages that allow and those that disalllitaX$}s. Clearly, a
more detailed cross-linguistic investigation is requiwdich is far beyond the
scope of this thesis.
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7 Conclusion

The focus of this study has been the contrast between Seabi@driEnglish re-
garding the possibility of extracting left branch consgitts from within DPs as
exemplified below.

(196) a. Koliko  su otpustiliradnika?
how.manyauxfired  workers
‘How many workers did they fire?’
b. Koju su zatvorili fabriku?
whichauxclosed factory
‘Which factory did they close?’

(197) a. *How much did he drink beer?
b. *Which did you like film?

Ever since Ross formulated the Left Branch Condition, proimdiextraction of
prenominal constituents from within noun phrases, theipig of violating this
condition in a language like Serbian has raised consideratdrest in the litera-
ture. A number of proposals were put forward in an attemptémiify the locus
of parametrization concerning the LBC. One line of thought foasised on the
role of determiners, arguing that the determiner layer stespatically missing in
languages which allow LBE. Whereas these approaches assteneadtraction
of the left branch constituent from the dominating NP, | haxgued that the for-
mation of split constructions requires two instances of emognt. In the particular
version of the remnant movement analysis advocated herérshmovement step
evacuates the non-focused material out of the DP/PP. TheamnXP then under-
goes focus movement to the left periphery of the clause. ¢ lagued that the
proposed analysis is superior to alternative approachiestagightforwardly cap-
tures a number of properties otherwise unaccounted forruhdelirect extraction
accounts. In particular, the analysis in terms of two movarsteps explains why
both parts of the split phrase must appear in derived pasiti&urthermore, the
remnant movement approach easily tackles the problemdiegathe apparent
movement of a non-constituent in PP-splits. Finally, thesprvation of ordering
restrictions within the DP follows from the fact that onlynstituents adjacent to
the noun can be evacuated together with it.

We have further seen that despite its apparent optiontdigyformation of the
split is in fact required when the focus domain needs to biictsd to the left
branch constituent. In cases when only the prenominal elebesars focus fea-
tures, the non-focused material must vacate the DP befeneethnant undergoes



Conclusion

movement to the specifier of Focus phrase. Focus movemedrgnsat necessary
ingredient of the split formation in Serbian. That this isleéed the case is sug-
gested by the fact that XP-splits are infelicitous in outlsd blue contexts, or
when the prenominal constituent belongs to the presuppuagdf the sentence.
Further support is provided by the behaviour of split DP®imwng multiple left
branch constituents. We have seen that two prenominal recgifan be separated
only if one of them undergoes focus movement.

On the other hand, the behaviour of the first movement stepdous to reeval-
uate the standard assumptions concerning the nature ¢ackspent. According
to Chomsky (1995) and much subsequent work, movement isetegigby the
need of the target to check off its formal features by atingcthe closest con-
stituent bearing the relevant feature. However, | haveedghat not all move-
ment operations should be characterized in terms of Aitnactinstead, | have
proposed that the evacuation step responsible for the famaf the split is best
analyzed as what | have termedexpulsionmovement, driven by the properties
of the displaced constituent, rather than by any formalirequent of the target.
The insensitivity ofexpulsionto island effects has then been attributed to the dif-
ferent nature of this movement type. Suppose that all istagstraints can be
subsumed under a version of Relativized Minimality whichuiegs the moved
constituent to be the closest potential attractee that atisfys the needs of the
probe. In other words, the attraction of a constituent Inggai certain feature F
will be blocked by an intervenor with the same featural make-Assuming then
thatexpulsionis driven solely by the properties of the moved constituest,do
not expect any intervention effects to arise.

Insofar as the proposed analysis is successful in accaufairthe properties
of the split constructions, it has certain implications floe structure of Serbian
noun phrases. First of all, | have reviewed several argusnentavour of bare
NP structure for Slavic noun phrases. While the presentetéage turned out to
be far from conclusive, | have argued that there is much todoeegl in adopting
the DP-hypothesis for Slavic as well. First of all, we maimtdne idea that the
presence of D is a universal property. Secondly, we reta&p#nallelism between
nominal and clausal structure in assuming that both NPs &wla¥e dominated
by functional layers. Finally, we do not have to allow forfdient ways of cal-
culating referentiality in different languages. While thgwaments regarding the
status of prenominal elements can go both ways, that is taeybat need not
be uniformly treated as adjectives, the possibility of LBEually constituted the
strongest piece of evidence against DP-hood of Slavic NRsveMer, once we
reanalyze these constructions as involving remnant monerather than extrac-
tion of a left branch constituent, we also dispense with tlEnnargument that
led to the abandonment of DP structure for Slavic. The argbiso contributed
to the debate concerning the structural location of adjestby providing further
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Conclusion

support to a Cingque-style approach, where adjectives ocspegifier positions
of distinct functional projections.

Finally, I have briefly investigated the possible sourcesro$s-linguistic vari-
ation. | have argued that despite its initial appeal, theupatric difference re-
garding the availability of split constructions cannot bduced exclusively to the
presence of D. It was shown that Bulgarian, which differs fratimer Slavic lan-
guages in having overt articles, does in fact allow formabbsplit constructions
under certain conditions. Thus, the empirical facts fromgaukn, which origi-
nally seemed strongly to support a Corver-style approactacinprove that such
an analysis is untenable.

Onthe other hand, the account proposed here shifts the édcusss-linguistic
comparison from cases clearly involving extraction of anprainal element, to
other instances of split-XP formation. One such constouds arguably found in
German. The cases of split topicalization in German disptaye striking simi-
larities with Serbian structures; in particular, the fotima of the split is driven by
discourse properties, the movement involved is insemsibvcertain islands, and
the ordering patterns within the DP are necessarily preserlthough it is clear
that a more detailed investigation is needed, hopefullyptioposed analysis will
take us in the right direction and bring us a step closer totifieng the locus of
cross-linguistic variation.
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